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TQ0 THE 


Biſhop of Worceſter, &c. ” 
My Lord, 


Cannot but look upon it as'a 
great Honour that your Lord- 
ſhip, who are ſo throughly ac- 
quainted with the incomparable 
Writings of Antiquity , and know 
ſo well how to Entertain your Self 
with the Great Men in the Common- 
3 wealth of Letters, ſhould at any 
J time take into your Hand my mean 
7 Papers; and fo far beſtow any of 
EE 7 A 3 your 


(3) 


your valuable Minutes on my Eſſay 
of Humane Underſtanding, as to let 
the World ſee you have thought my 
Notions worth your Lord{hips Con- 
fideration. My Aim 1n that, as well 
as every thing elſe written by me, 
being purely to fallow Truth as far 
as I could diſcover it, I think my 
{elt beholden to whoever {hews me 
my Myſtakes, as to ene who, cor- 
curring ih my Deſign, helps me for- 
ward in my way. 

Your Lordſhip has been pleaſed to 
favour me with ſome "Thoughts of 
yours -1n. this kind, 1n your late 
Learned Diſcourſe in Vinaration of 
the Do#trin of the Trinity, and I hope 
T may ſay, have gone a little out of 
your way to do me that Kindneſs ; 
for the Obligation is thereby the 
greater. And if your Lordſhip has 
brought in the mentian of my Book 
m a Chapter, Entituled, Ohjei7ions 
agarrnit the 1 rinity in point of Reaſon, 
apiſwer*d ; when 1n my whole Efſay, 
T think there is not to be foundany 
think Ike an Objection againſt the 
Trinity, I have the more to ac- 
knowledge to your Lotd{hip, who 
 .* * | 7 On 


Y (3) 
would not /let the Foreignefs'of the 
Subjet hinder your Lofrdfhip from 
endeavgquring to fer me right, as 0 
ſome Errors your 'Lordſhip appre- 
hends' in my Book ; when other 
Writers -uling ſome Notions like 
mine, gave you that which was oc- 
caſion enovgh for you to do me the 
Favour to take notice of what you 
diſlike in my Eſſay. 29 

Your Lordſhips Name is -of -{6 
great Authority in the Learned 
World, that I who profeſs my felf 
more ready upon Conviction to re- 
cant, than I was at firſt to publiſh 
my Miſtakes, . cannot pay that Re- 
ſpect is due to it, without telling the 
Reaſons why I ſtill retain any of my 
Notions, after your Lordſhips hav- 
ing appeared diffatisfied with them. 
This muſt bemy Apology; andTI hope 
ſuch an one as your Lordſhip will 
allow, ior my Examining what you 
have Printed againſt ſeveral Paſſages 
in my Book, and my {hewing the 
Reaſons why it has not prevailed with 
me to quit them. _ 

That your Lordi{hips Reaſonings 
may loſe none of their Force by my 
— 'A4 mt- 
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miſapprehending or miſrepreſenting 
them, (a way too familiarly uſed in 
Writings that have any appearance 
of Controverſie) I ſhall crave leave 
to give the Reader your Lordſhips 
Arguments in-the full Strength of 
your own Expreſſions, that ſo in 
them he may have the advantage to 
ſee the Deficiency of my Anſwers, in 
atiy Foint where I ſhall be ſo untfor- 
tunate as not to perceive, or not to 
follow the Light your Lordſhip af- 
fords me. | 
Your Lordſhip having in the two 
or three preceding Pages, juſtiy, as 
I think, found Fault with the ac- 
count of Reaſon, given by the Uni- 
tarians and a late Writer, in thoſe 
Paſſages you quote out of them ; «i:d 
then coming to the /Vature of +ub- 
ſtance , p. 233. and relating what 
that Author has ſaid concerning the 
Minds getting of ſimple Ideas, and 
thoſe ſimple Ideas being the ſole Mat- 
ter and Foundation of all our Rea- 
ſonings, your Lordſhip thus ccn- 
cludes, p. 234. : 
Then it follows, That we can have no 
Foundation of Reaſoning, where there 
F, Can} 
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(-5”) 
can be no ſuch Ideas from Senſation or 
Refleition. y 
Now this is the Caſe of Subſtance; 
it is not intromitted by the Senſes, nor 
depends upon the Operation of the Mind ; 


# and ſo it cannot be within the compaſs of 
| our Reaſon. And therefore I do not 


wonder, that the Gentlemen of this new 
way of Reaſoning, have almo#t diſcarded 


Subſtance out of the rea onable part of. Ot, #1 und 
the World. For they not only tell us, &C. | 


This, as I remember, is the firft 
place where your Lordſhip is pleaſed 
to quote any thing out of my Eſſay of 
Humane Underſtanding, which your 
Lordſhip does in theſe Words fol- 
lowing. 


«© 'That we can have no Idea of it p. 224. 


« by Senſation or Reflection; but 
* that nothing is ſignified by ir, only 
« an uncertain Suppolition of we 
& know not what. Ard therefore it 
is parallePd more than once, with the 
Indian Philoſophers. © He knew not 
« what; which {ſupported the Tor- 
< toule, that {ſupported the Elephant, 
* that ſupported the Earth ; ſo Sub- 
* ſtance was found out only to {up- 
< port Accidents. And, that when 
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« we talk of Subſtances, we talk 
< like Children ; who being ask*d a 3 
* Queſtion about ſomewhat which 7 
* they knew not, readily give this {| 
« ſatisfactory Anſwer, That it sY 


<<-{omething. | 


Thefe Words of mine your Lord- 7 


ſhip brings to prove that I am one of 
the Gentlemen of this new way of Rea- 


ſoning, that have almo#it diſcarded Sub- | 
ftaxce out of the reaſonable part of the 7 
World. An Acculation which your # 
Lordſhip will pardon me, if I donot 7 
readily know what to plead to, be- 4 
cauſe I do not underſtand what is a/- } 


mo#t to diſeard Subſtance oat of the rea- 


ſonable part of the World, Tt your 


Lord{hip means by it, That I deny 
or doubt that there is in the World 
any ſuch Thing as Subſtance, that 
your Lordſhip .will acquit me of, 
when your Lordſhip looks again in- 
to that Chapter, which you have ci- 
ted more than once, where your 
Lordſhip will find theſe Words. 
_ © When we talk or think of any 
« particular ſort of Corporeal Sub- 
« ſtances, as Horle, Stone, &«. 
&« tho? the Idca we have of either of 
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C1 - 
them, be but the Complication or 
Collettion of thoſe ſeveral fimple 
Ideas of fenfible Qualities, which 
we uſe to find united tn the thi 
called Horſe or Stone ; yet becaufe 
we cannot conceive how they 
ſhould fubſiſt alone, nor one tn 
another, we ſuppoſe them exiſting 
in,and ſupported by lome commor 
SubjeQ,, which Support we denote | 
by the name Subſtance ; tho' 1t be 
certain,we have no clear or diſtin 
Idea of that thing we ſ{uppofe a 
Support. And again, 


the Operations of the Mind, v:z. 
Thinking, Reaſoning, Fearing,&e. 
3< which we conſidering not to ſubſiſt 
7< of themſelves, nor apprehending 
- . 1<* how they can belong to Body, or 
> © be produced by it, we areapt to 
 4< think theſe the Attions of {ome 
; © other Subſtance, which we call 
« © Spirit, whereby yer it is evident, 
; © thathaving noother Idea orNortion 
+ © of Matter, but ſomething wherein 
; © thoſe many ſenſible Qualities, 
# © whuch affect our Senſes, do ſubſift ; 
{ © by ſuppoling a Subſtance, wherein 

EN} _< Think- 
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& Thinking, Knowing, Doubting, # 
« and a Power of Moving, &«. do } 
<« {ubſiſt. We have as 1. a Noti- 
«< on of the Nature or Subſtance of 
« Spirit, as we have of Body ; the 3 


« one being {ſuppoſed to be (with- 


& out _— what it 1s) the Sub- 7 


« ſtratum to thoſe ſimple - Ideas we 
«& have from without; and the other 


« ſuppoſed (with a like Ignorance of 3 


« 'what it is) to be the Subſtratum to 
<* thoſe Operations, which we expe- 


&« rjment in our ſelves within. And : 


again, 
«* Whatever therefore be the ſecret 
«« Nature of Subſtance in general, all 


&« the Ideas we have of particular di- ? 


* ſtinct Subſtances, are nothing but 
« -ſeveral Combinations of ſimple 
« Tdeas, co-exiſting in ſuch, tho? un- 
” known, Cauſe of their Union, as 
« makes the whole ſubſiſt of it {elf. 
And1 further ſay in the ſame Sett. 
<< That we ſuppoſe theſe Combinat1- 
< ons to reſt 1n and to be adherent to 
© that unknown, common Subject, 
« which inheres not in any Thing 
& elſe. And that our Complex 
« Ideas of Subitances, beſides all 
« thoſe 


(9) 
F< thoſe ſimple Ideas they are made 

3< up of, have always the confuſed 

F< Idea of ſomething to which they 

F< belong, and in which they ſubliit ; 

3< and therefore when we ſpeak of 

$< any ſort of Subſtance, we lay it is 

Z< a thing having ſuch and ſuchQua- 

e 3< lities ; a Body is a thing that is ex- 

r 3 tended, figured and capable of 

3< Motion; a Spirit, a thing capable 

43< of Thinking. 

3 Theſe, and the like Faſhions of 
FSpeaking intimate, That the Sub- 

F ſtance is ſuppoſed always ſomething, 
$beſides the Extention, Figure, Sol- 

Zdity, Motion, Thinking , or other 
obſervable Idea, though we know 

3 not what it 1s. 

3 © Our Idea of Body, I ſay, isanex- 8.z, c.23. 
3< tended,folid Subſtance; and our Idea S: 22. 

-< of our Souls, is of a Subſtance that 

3< thinks. So that as long as there is 

7 any {uch thing as Body or Spirit in 

# the World, I have done nothing to- 

{ wards the diſcarding Subſtance out of 

# the reaſonable part of the World. Nay, 

-} aslong as there is any ſimple Idea or 

7 ſenſible Quality left, according to my 

7 way of Arguing, Subſtance _ 
2 - 
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be diſcarded, becauſe all ſimple Ideas, 


all ſenſtble Qualities, carry with them 
a Suppolition of a Swhftratum to exift 
in, and of a Subſtance wherein they 


inhere ; and of this that whole Chap- | 
ter 1s fo full, that T challenge any one | 
who reads it, to think T have alp#, 

or one jot. diſcarded Subſtance out of the | 


reaſonable part of theWorld. And of this 


Man, Horſe, Sur, Water, Iron, Dia- | 


20nd, &c. which I have mentioned 


of diſtin ſorts of Szbftances, will be | 
my Witneſſes as long as any fuch | 


thing remain in being, of which I 
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fay, « That the Ideas of Subſtances | 


_ & are ſuch Combinations of ſimple | 


<« JTdeas, as are taken to repreſent di- 
« ſtint, particular Things, ſubſiſt- | 


« ing by themſelves, in which the 
« {uppos'd or confus'd Idea of Sub- 
<« ſtance is always the firft and 
«< Chief. 


If by almoſt diſcarding Subſtance out | 


of the reaſonable part of the World, 
your Lordſhip means, That T have 
deſtroyed, and almo# aiſcarded the 


true Idea we have of it, by calling it 


a Subſtratum, A Suppoſition of we know 
zot what Support of ſuch Qualities as 
are 


( 11 ) 
are capable of producing ſimple Ideas in $S: 2: 
us, - en relative Idea, That * ** 


. i ithout knowing what it is, it & that B,2.Gns, 
| which ſupports Accidents, ſo that of $ 19- 


 Sub/tance we have no Idea of what it s, 


| J but oxty a confus'd, obſcure one, of what 


& zt «oes. I muſt confeſs this,and the like 
| & Thave ſaid of our Idea of Subftance ; 
 & and ſhould be very glad to be con- 


F vinced by your Lordſhip, or any 


4 Body elſe, that I have ſpoken too 


if meanly of it. He that would ſhew 


J me a moreclearg and diſtin Idea of 

Subſtance, would do me a Kindneſs T 
ſhould thank him for. But this is 
g the beft I can hitherto find, either in 
Sg my own Thoughts, or in the Books 
8 of Logicians; for their Account or 
Idea of it is, that it is Ezs or res per ſe 
Y ſubſiffens & ſubſtans accidentibus ; 
Sg which in effect is no more but that 
Subſtance is a Being or Thing ; or in 
ſhort, /omething they know not what, 
3 or of which they have no clearer 
$ Idea, than that it is ſomething which 
IJ ſupports Accidents, or other ſimple 
3 Ideas or Modes, and is not ſupported 
F itſelfasa Mode or an Accident. So 
3 that I do not ſee but Bargerſdicins, 
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Sanderſon, and the whole Tribe of} 


thing by them, would not your 7 


cannot comprehend, you ſhould be 


(12 ) 


Logicians, muſt be reckon'd with 7he '$ 
Gentlemen of this new way of Reaſoning, 
who have almoſt diſcarded Subſtance Þ 
out of the reaſonable part of the World, Þ 

But ſuppoſing, my Lord, that I $ 
or theſe Gentlemen , Logicians of 


Note in the Schools, ſhould own, 7% 
That we have a very imperfect, ob- 7 
{cure, inadequate idea of Subſtance, # 
would it not be a little too hard to } 
charge us with diſcarding Subſtance 
out of the World ? For what a/mo#t }: 
diſcarding and reaſonable part of the R 
World ſignifies, I muſt confeſs I do | 
not clearly comprehend : But let 7 
almo#t and reaſonable part ſ1gnifie 7 
here what they will, for I dare 
ſay your Lordſhip meant ſome- 
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Lordſhip think you were a little 
hardly dealt with, if for acknow- 3 
ledging your ſeif to have a very im- 7 
perfect and inadequate Idea of God, 7 
or of {everal other things which in 
this very Treatiſe, you confeſs our $ 
Underitandings come ſhort in and | 


accuſed to be one of theſe Gentlemen 
that 


(13) 
that have almo#t diſcarded God, or 
thoſe other Myſterious Things 
whereof you contend we have very 
imperfect and inadequate Ideas , 
out of the reaſonable World ? For 
I {uppoſe your Lordſhip means by 
3 alnmoit diſcarding out of the reaſon- 
Z able World, ſomething that is blame- 
23 able, for it ſeems not to be inſerted 
for a Commendation ; and yet IL 
think he deſerves no Blame, who 
owns the having impertect, inade- 
quate, obſcure 1deas, where he has 
no better ; however, if it be inferr'd 
from thence, that either he a/mo5# 
excludes thoſe Things out of Being, 
or out of rational Diſcourſe, if that 
be meant by the reaſonable World, 
for the firſt of theſe will no: hold, 
becauſe the Being of 'Things in the 
World depends not on. our Ideas: 
The latter indeed is true, in ſome 
degree, but is no Fault; for it 1s cer- 
tain, that where we have imperfect, 
inadequate, confus'd, obſcure Ideas, 
we cannot Diſcourſe and Reaſon 
about thoſe Things ſo well, fully and 
clearly, as if we had perfect, ade- 
quate, clear and diſtin&t Ideas. 
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(14) 
- Your Lordſhip I muſt own, with 
great Reaſon , takes notice that 1 
arallePd more than once our Idea of 
Subſtance, with the Izaian Philoſo- 
pher's He knew not what which 
ſupported the Tortoiſe, &c. 

This Repetition is, I confeſs, a 
Fault in exact Writing : But I hav- 
ing acknowledg'd and excus'd it in 
theſe Words in my Preface; © Iam 
« not ignorant how little I herein 
& conſult my own Reputation, when 
«& I knowingly let my Eſſay go with 
« a Fault 5 apt to diſgutt the off 
& Judicionus, who are always the niceſt 
© Readers. And there further add, 
« That T did not publiſh my Eflay 
« for ſuch great Maſters of Know- 
© ledge as your Lordſhip ; but fitted 
* 1t to Men of my own Size, to 
« whom Repetitions might be ſome- 
« timesuſeful. It would not therefore 
have been beſideg your Lordſhips 
Generoſlity (who were not intended 
to be provoked by this Repetition) to 
have paſſed by ſuch a Fault as this, 
in one who pretends not beyond the 
lower Rank of Writers. But I ſee 
your Lordſhip would have me exact 

and 


E499 3 


and without any Faults ; and I wiſh 
T could be ſo, the better to deſerve 
your Lordſhips Approbarion. 

My Saying, © That when we 
& talk of Subſtance, we talk like 
« Children ; who being ask'd a 
<« Queſtion about ſomething, which 
« they know not, readily give this 
<« fatisfattory Anſwer , "That it 1s 
« ſomething ; your Lordſhip ſeems 
mightily to lay to Heart, - in theſe 
Words that follow. 


- 


If this be the Truth of the Caſe, we P. 235. 


muſt ſtill talk like Children, and I know 
not how it can be remedied, For if we 
* cannot come at a rational Idea of Sub- 
i ftance, wecanhave no Principle of Cer- 
 tainty to go upon in this Debate. 

It your Lordſhip has any better 
and diſtinCter Idea of Subſtance than 
mine 1s, which I have given an Ac- 
count of, your Lord{hip 1s not at all 
concerr'd in what I have there ſaid. 
But thoſe. whoſe Idea of Sybſtarce, 
whether a ratiozal or not rational 
Idea, is hke mine, {ſomething he 
knows not what, muſt in that, with 
me, talk like Children, when they 
ſpeak of ſomething they know not 

2 vw har. 
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what. , For a Philoſopher that ſays, 
That which ſupports Accidents is 
ſomethins he knows not what ; and a 
Country- man that ſays, The Foun- 
dation of- the great Church at Har- 
lem, is ſupported by ſomething he 
knows not what ; and a Child that 
ſtands in the Dark upon his Mothers 
Muff, and fays he ſtands upon ſome- 
things he knows not what, 1n this 
reſpect talk all Three alike. Bur if 
- 6 Country-man knows, that the 
Foundation of the Church at Harlen: 
is ſupported by a Rock, as the 
| Honies about Breſfo! are; or by 
Gravel, as the Houſes about London 
are; or by Wooden Piles, as the 
Houſes in Amſterdam ; are ; it is plain, 
that then having a clear and diſtinct 
idea of the thing that ſupports the 
Clurch, he does not talk of this 
Matter as a Child; nor will he of 
the Support of Accidents, when he 
has a clearer and more diſtinct Idea 
of it, than that 1t 1s barely ſomething. 
Bur as long as we think like Child- 
ren, 1n Cales where our Ideas are no 
clearer nor diftintter than theirs, I 
2gree with your Lordſhip, That 1 


know 


(493 


know not how it can be remeated, but 
that we mult talk like them. 


Your Lordſhips: next Paragraph 
begins thus. I do not ſay, That we 
can have a clear Idea of Subſtance, either 
by Senſation of ru : but from 
hence I argue, T hat this: is a very inſuifi- 
cient diſtirbution ofthe : Ideas neceſſary 
to Reaſon. ___ 

Your Lordſhip here argues againſt 
a Propoſition that I know no Body 
that holds ; T am ſure the Author of 
The- Efſay of Humane Underſtanding 
never thought, nor in that Eſſay hath 


P. 235» 


any where ſaid, That the Ideas that 


come into the Mind by Sexſation a4 
RefleFton, are all the Ideas that are ne- 
ceſſary to Reaſon, or that Reaſon is 
exerciſed about; for then he muit 
have laid by all the Ideas of ſimple 
and mix'd Modes and Relations, and 
the complex Ideas of the Species or 
Subſtances, about which he has ſyent 
lo many Chapters; and muſt have 
denied that theſe complex Ideas arc 
the Objects of Mens Thoughts or 
Reaſonings, which he is far enough 
from. All that he has faid about 
B 3 S022 
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Senſation and Refletion is, That all 
our ſimple Ideas are received by them, 
and that theſe ſimple Ideas are the 
Foundation of all our Knowledge, 
for as much as all our complex, re- 
lative and general Ideas are made by 
the Mind, abſtractmg, enlarging, 
comparing, _— and refer- 
ring, &c. theſe ſimple Ideas, and 
their ſeveral Combinat:ons, one to 
another, whereby complex and ge- 
neral Tdeas are formed of Modes, #3 
Relations, and the ſeveral Species of , $ 
Subſtances, all which are made uſe 
of by Reaſoz, as well as the other 
Faculties of the Mind. 

I therefore agree with your Lord- 
ſhip, That the Ideas of Senſation 
or Reflection & 4 very inſufficient dts : 
ftribation of the Ideas neceſſary to Regg. 
ſor. Only my Agreement wath —_ 
Lordſhip had been more entire gc 
the whole Sentence, if your Lo 
ſhip had rather ſaid [deas made uſe of 
by Reaſoy, becauſe I do not well 
know what 1s meant by Idezs neceſ- 
ſary to Reaſon. For Reaſon being a 
Faculty of the Mind, nothing, in 
my poor Opinion , can Oy be 
 -' 0 


. 


ſaid to be zeceſſary to that Faculty, 
but what is required to its being. 
As nothing 1s neceſlary to Sight in a 
Man, but ſuch a Conttitution of the 
Body and Organ, that a Man may 
have the Power of Seeing ; ſo I ſub- 
mit it to your Lordſhip, whether 
any thing can properly: be ſaid to be 
neceſſary ro Reaſon ina Man, but {uch 
a Conſtitution of Body or Mind, or 
both, as may give him the Power of 
Reaſoning. Indeed fuch a particular 
ſort of Objects or Inſtruments may 
be ſometimes ſaid neceſſary to the 
Eye, but that is never ſaid in refe- 
rence to the Faculty of Seeing, but 
in reference to ſome particularend 
of Seeing ; and then a Microſcope 
and a Mite may be neceflary to the 
Eye, if the End propoſed be to know 
the Shape and Parts of that Animal. 
And 1o it a Man would reaſon about 
Subſtance, then the Idea of Subſt axce 
1s neceſlary to his Reaſon : Bur yet \ 
doubt not but that many a Rational 
Creature has been, who, 1n all his 


[ _ Life, never bethought himſelf of any 
neceſſity his Reaſon had of an Idea 
of Subſtance. 
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Your Lordſhips next Words are. 
For beſides theſe, there muit be ſome 
gezera! Ideas, which the Mind aoth 
form, not by meer comparing thoſe Ideas 
it has got from Senſe or Refliedtion ; 
but by forming diſtinit, general Noti- 

ons of things from particular Tdeas. 
Here, again, I perfettly agree 
with your Lordſhip, That befides 
the particular 1deas received from 
Seniation and Reflection, the Mind 
forms general Ideas, not by meer com- 
paring theſ: Icezs it has got by Senſa- 
tion ana Reficttior ; for this T do not 
remember I ever ſaid. But this I ſay, 
+ © Ideas become general, by ſepara- 
rating from them the Circum- 
ſtances of Time and Place, and 
any other Ideas that may deter- 
mine rhem, to this or that partt- 
« cular Ex:{tence. By this way of 
__«  AbſtraQticn, they are made, &. 
B. 1.c3t. And to the fame purpole I explain 

$9 my ſelf in another place, 
Your Lordſhip ſays, The Mind 
forms general Ideas, by forming gereral 
Motions of 1hings from particular 
Jaeas, AndIfay, © The Mind forms 
* gene» 


( 21 ) 
F< general Ideas, by abſtrating from 
F< particular ones. So that there is 
Fno difference that I perceive be- 
Ftween us in this Matter, but only a 
Flittle in Expreſlion. | 


It follows. Azd among theſe gene-P, 235. 


ral Notions, or rational Ideas, Sub- 
# lance is one of the firit ; becauſe we 
Þ find that we can have no true Conceptions 
4 of any Modes or Accidents (no. matter 
F which) but we muit conceive a Subſtra- 
# tum, or Subjei? wherein they are. 
3 Szzce it 15 4 Repugnancy t0 Our fir#t 
4 Conceptions of Things, . that Modes or 
4 Accidents ſhould ſubſitt by themſelves ; 
'F and therefore the rational Idea of Sub- 
3 flance, i one of the firſt and moſt natu- 
2 ral Ideas in our Minds, _ 

{4 Whether the general Idea of Sub- 
# ſtance be oze of the firſt or moſt natu- 
Z ral Ideas in our Minds, I will not dif- 
2 pute with your Lordſhip, as not be- 


£- +. = 
"4 


2 ing, I think, very material to the 
F Matter in Hand. But as to the Idea 
#2 of Subſtance, what it is, and how 
Z we come by it, your Lordſhip fays, 
q 1: is a Repugnancy to our Conceptions of 
3 Things, that Modes and Accidents 
3 ſhould ſubſiſt by themſelves ; and theres 
Ss | fore 


B. 2. C23, 
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fore we muſt conceive a Subſtratum ; 


wherein they are. 


And I fay, & Becauſe we cannot | 
& conceive *how ſimple Ideas of ſen-? 
ſible Qualities ſhould ſubſiſt alone, 1 
or one in another, we ſuppoſe } 
them exiſting in and ſupported by # 
ſome common Subject. Which 1, 
with your Lordſhip, call alſo Szb-'$ 


YALum. 


' What now can be more conſonant ! 
to it ſelf, than what your Lordſhip 
and I have faid in theſe two Paſſages 5 
is conſonant one toanother 2 Where- ? 
upon, my Lord, give me leave, I 
beſeech you, to boaſt to the World, | 
That what I have ſaid concerning 3 


our general Idea of Subſtance, and 


the way how we come by it, has the } 
Honour to be confirmed by your '* 
I-ordſhips Authority. And that 3 
from hence I may be ſure the ſaying, 
That the general Idea we have of Þ 
Subſtance 1s, that it 1s a Subſtratum 'Þ 
or Support to Modes or Accidents, 4 
wherein they do ſubliſt; and that Y 
the Mind forms it, becauſe it can- | 


not conceive how they ſhould ſubſiſt 
of themſelves, has no Objettion in 
it 


7. 
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Fit againſt the Trinity ; for then your 
& Lordſhip would not, I know, 'be of 
$ that Opinion, nor own. it in a Chap- 
T ter where you are anſwering Obje- 
JI QcQions againſt the Trinity, however 
Zmy Words, which amount to no 
# more, have been (I know not how) 
F brought into that Chapter : Tho? 
'F what they have to do there, I muſt 


confeſs to your Lordſhip, I do not 


q=—_ 
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In the next Words your Lordſhip 


'F ſays. But we are ſtill told, That oar p, ».6. 
2 Vaderſtandings can have no other Ideas, 

A bat either from Senſation or Refle- 

A Ct07. 


The Words of that Sect. your 


3 Lordſhip quotes, are theſe. © The s, >. c.z. 
#** Underſtanding ſeems to me, not $- 5: 
Z< to have the leaſt glmmering 

'3< of any Ideas, which 1t doth nor 

3 © receive from one of theſe two. 

8 © External Objects furniſh the Mind 

3 © with the Ideas of ſenſible Quali- 


* ties, which are all thoſe different 
** Perceptions they produce in vs : 
«* And the Mind furniſhes the Un- 
derſtanding with Ideas of its 
* OWN 


(24 ) 


own Operations. Theſe, when | 
we . have taken a full Survey of | 
them, and: their ſeveral Modes, | 
and the Compoſitions made out of | 
them, we ſhall find to'contain all } 
our whole : Stock - of. Ideas; and {| 
that we have nothing in our | 
Minds, which did not come 1n, | 
one of thoſe two ways. Letany | 
one examine his own "Thoughts, 1 
and throughly ſearch into his Un- | 
derſtanding, and then let him tell ? 
" me, Whether all the original 8 
Ideas he has there, are any other } 
than of the Objects of his Senſes, 
or. of the Operations of his Mind, |} 
conſidered as Objetts of his Re- | 
flection : And how great a Maſs | 
of Knowledge ſoever he imagins 
to be lodged there, he will, upon 
taking a {trict View, fee, that 
" he has not any Idea in his 
Mind, but what one of theſe two 
have imprinted, though, perhaps, 
with infinite variety compounded 
and inlarged by the Under- 
* ſtanding, as we {hall ſee here- 
« after. 


Theſe 


(25) 

Theſe Words ſeem to me to ig- 
nifie ſomething different from what 
your Lordſhip has cited out of them; 
and if they \do not, were intended, 
I am ſure, by me, to ſignifie all 
thoſe complex Ideas of Modes, Re- 
lations and Specifick Subſtances, 
which how the Mind it ſelf forms 
out of ſimple Ideas, I have ſhewed 
in the following part of my Book, 
and intended to refer to it by theſe 
Words, © As we ſhall ſee hereafter, 
_ # with which I cloſe that Paragraph. 
FF Butifby [de yourLordſhip ſignifies 

2g /iple Ideas, 1n the Words you have 
{et down, I grant then they contain 


8 my Senſe, viz. That our Underſtana- 
= 7725 can have (4. e. 1n the natural ex- 
erciſe of our Faculties) zo other ſimple 


Ideas, but- either from Senſation or 
Refliett ion. 


Your Lordſhip goes on. Azd [we 
are ſtill told] that herein chiefly lies the 
Exccellenc; of Mankind above Brates, 
4 4a theſe cannot abſtratt and inlarge 
| 1devs, 2s Mew do. 


Had 


2 Ci. 
8. 10, 


(26) | 
Had your Lordſhip done me the | 
Favour to have quoted the place, in *? 
my Book, from whence you had | 
taken theſe Words, I ſhould not | 
have been at a loſs where to find | 
them. Thoſe in my Book, which # 
I can remember any where come | 
neareſt to them, run thus. E 
« This, TI think, I may be poſt- 5 
« tivein, that the Power of abſtraQt- ? 
« ing 1s not at all in Brutes; and 7 
* that the having of general Ideas, } 
& 1s that which puts a perfect diftin- } 
« Ction betwixt Man and Brutes; } 
« and is an Excellency which the | 
<« Faculties of Brutes do by no means # 
« attain fo. 3 
Tho?, ſpeaking of the Faculties of | 
the Humane Underſtanding, I took | 
occaſion, by the bye, to conjecture | 
how far Brutes partook with Men 1n * 
any of the intellectual Faculties ; yet 3 
It never entred into my Thoughts, ? 
on that occaſion, to compare the ut- | 


moſt Perfetions of Humane Nature # 


with that of Brutes, and therefore } 
was far from ſaying, Herein chiefly | 
lies the Excellency of Mankind above 4 
Brutes, that theſe cannot abſtrait and © 


as 
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inlarge their Ideas, as Men do. For 


it ſeems to me an Abſurdity, I would 
not willingly be guilty of, to fay, 


That the Excellency of Mankind lies 


chiefly, or any ways 1n this, that 


Brates cannot abſtratt. For Brates 


being not able to do any thing, can- 
not be any Excellency of Mankind. 
The Ability of Marnkid does not he 
in the Impotency or Diſabilities of 
Brutes, If your Lord{hip had 
charged me to have ſaid, That hereim 
lies one Excellency of Mankind above 


} Brutes, viz. That Men can, and 
{ Brutes cannot abſtract ; TI muſt have 


owned it to be my Senſe : But what 


Y1 ought to ſay to what your Lord- 


ſhip approved or diſapproved of in 


9 it, I ſhall better underſtand, when I 


know to what purpoſe your Lord- 


ſhip was pleaſed to cite it. 


The immediately following Para- 
graph runs thus. But how comes the P. 236. 
general Idea of Subſtance, to be framed 
J 72 our Minds? Is this by © abſtraQting 
and inlarging ſimple Ideas ? No, 


7 C Bur it 15 by a Complication of B.2. c.23. 
I. 


4s 


« cauſe 


many ſimple Ideas together : - Be- Þ *: 


(2B) 


© cauſe not imagining how theſe] . 


« ſimple Ideas can ſubſiſt by them: 


<« ſelves, we accuſtome our {elves to ; 
&« ſuppoſe ſome Subſtratum wherein | 


<« they do ſubſiſt, and from whence # 
<« they do reſult, which therefore # 
« we call Subſtance. Ad is this all 1 
indeed, that is to be ſaid for the being 
of Subſtance, « That we accuftome } 
& our ſelves to fuppoſe a Sabſtratum? | 
Is that Cuſtom grounded upon true Rea- || 
fon, or not? If not, then Accidents or 


Modes mutt ſabſiſt of themſelves, and þ 


theſe ſimple Ideas need no Tortoiſe to 


fſapport them : For Figures and C 0-# 
lours, &C. would do well enough of chem | 2 
ſelves, bat for ſome Fancies Men have | 7; 


accuſtomed themſelves to. 
Herein your Lordthip ſeems to | 
charge me with two Faults : One, | 


That TI make the general Idea of Sab-| g 
— ſtance to be framed, not by 7 el DP 
and enlarging ſimple Ideas ,” but by a 
Complication of many ſimple Ideas to-% 
gether : The other, as 1f I had ſaid, } 
The being of Subſtance had no other 4 
Foundation but the Fancies of Men. 3 
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( 29 ) 
As to the firſt of theſe, I beg leave 
FJ to remind your Lordſhip, 'That-I 
to & fay in more Places than one, and 
in particularly thoſe above quoted , 
ce F where ex profeſſo I treat of Ab- 
re F ſtraction and general Ideas, That 
{] F they are all made by abſtracting, 
27 & and therefore could not be under- 
ne F ſtood to mean, that that of Sub/farce 
;? } was made any other way, however 
4- 4 my Pen might have ſlipt, or the neg- 
or A ligenceof Expreſſion, where I might 
4 F have ſomething elſe than the gene- 
70 i ral Idea of Subſtance in view, might 
0- F make me ſeem to ſay ſo. b 
,- FF That T was not ſpeaking of the 
ve & general Idea Ml Sabſtance 1n the Paſlage 
3 your Lordſhip quotes, is manifeſt 
to trom the Title of that Chapter , 
e, F which is, Of the Complex Ideas of 
bg Subſtances. And the firlt Sect. of it, 
27 F which your Lordſhip cites for thoſe 
17 Words you have ſet down, ſtands 
'o- & thus. | 
d, 3 © The Mind being, as I have de- B.2. c.23- 
er 4 _ clared , furniſhed with a great one 
n. 3 © number of the ſimple Ideas, con- . 
3 © veyedin by the Senſes, as they are 
A; 3 © found in exterior Things, or by 
3 | —_ © Res 


(30 } 

Refleftions on its own Operations, | 
takes notice alſo, that a certain # 
number of thefe ſimple Ideas go | 
conſtantly together, which being | 
preſumed to belong to one thing, ? 
and Words being ſuited to com- # 
mon Apprehenſfion, and made uſe # 
of for quick Diſpatch, are called, 7! 
ſo united in one Subject, by one ? 
Name; which, by Inadvertency, 7 
we are apt afterward to talk of, 3 
and conſider as one ſimple Idea, 
which indeed 1s a Complication of 5 
many Ideas together : - Becauſe, as | 

I have faid, not imagining how 3 
theſe ſimple Ideas can ſubliſt by 5 
themſelves, we. accuſtome our. 3 
ſelves to {uppoſe ſome Sub/tratum, 7 
wherein they do ſubfitt, and from © 
which they do reſult, which there- } 
fore we call Subſtance. I 
In which Words, I do/not obſerve 5 
any that deny the gezeral Idea of Sub- 7 
ſtance to be made by Abſtraction ; 
nor any that ſay, it is made by a Com- | 
plication of many ſimple Ideas together. 3 
But ſpeaking in that place, - of the 
Ideas of Kine Subſtances, ſuch as F 
Man, Horſe, Gold, &c«. ' I fay they F 
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are made up of certain Combina- 


FT rions of ſimple Ideas, which Combi- 


nations are looked upon, each of 
them, as one ſimple Idea, tho? they 


Fare many; and we call it by one 


A Name of S«bſtarce, though made up 
YZ of Modes, from the cuſtom of ſup- 


JF poling a Subſtratum, wherein that 
 F Combination does ſubſilt. So that 
Yin this Paragraph TI only give an ac- 
Fcount of the Idea of diſtin Sub- 
Fſtances, ſuch as Oak, . Elephant , 
$10, &c. how tho? they are made 
Yup of diſtinct Complications of 

g Modes, yet they are looked on as one 


Idea, called by one Name, as mak- 


Fing diſtin ſorts of Subſtances. 


But that my Notion of Sub/tance 


Y-- general js quite different from theſe, 
Rand has no ſuch Combination of 


ſimple deas 1n it, is evident from the 


Boe 32 TS 
MH "0 


i immediate following Words; where 
31 ſay. © The Idea of pare Subſtance p, , 


$© 7 gereral, 1s only a Suppoſition of $. 2. 
38 Ce 


we know not what Support of ſuch 


* Qualities as are capable of pro- 


2< ducing ſimple Ideas in us. And 
Ftheſe two I plainly diſtinguiſh all 


Falong, particularly where I fay , 


C 2 ” W hat- 
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Whatever therefore, be the ſecret 
and ay/tract Nature of Subſtance 

* 1n general, all the Ideas we have 
of particular, diſtinct Subſtances, 
are nothing but ſeveral Combina- 
tions of ſimple 1deas, co-exiſting } 
in ſuch, tho* unknown, cauſe of | 
their Union, as makes the whole * 
{ubſilt of it ſelf. 


The other thing laid to my 
Charge, 1s, as it I took the being of 
Subſtance to be doubtful, or render*d 
it ſo by the imperfe&t and ill-ground- 9 
ed Idea I have given of it. To .} 
which IT beg. leave to ſfay,' That I | 


ground not the 62:2 but the Idea of 
Subſtance, on our accuſtoming our 

{elves to {uppole ſome Subſtratum ; 

for *tis of the 1zea alone T ſpeak there, 

and not of the being of Sabſtance. 

And having every where affirmed 

and built upon it, That a Maz is a 
Subitance, I cannot be ſuppoſed to 
queition or doubt of the being of 
Szbj7axce, till T can queſtion or 

doubt of my own being. PFur- 

aids. ther-I fay, © Senfation convinces 
+3: © us that there are ſolid, extended 
« Sub- 
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( 33) 
& Subſtances ; and RefleAion, that 
« there are thinking ones. So that 
T think the b:iz7 of Subſtance 15 not 
ſhaken by what I have ſaid : And it 
the Idea of it ſhould be, yet (the 
betzg of things depending not on our 
Ideas) the being of Subſtance would 
not be at all ſhaken by my taying, 
We had bur an obſcure, imperiect 
Iaza of it, and that that Idea came 
trom our accuſtoming our elves 10 
ſuppoſe {ome Subſtratum ; or indeect 
if I ſhould ſay, We had no 142 of 
Subſtance at all. For a great many 
things may be and are granted to 
have a be:nug, and be in nature of 
which we have no Ideas. For Ex- 
ample; It cannot be doubted but 
there are diſtinct Species of feparate 
Spirits, of which yer we have no 
diſtin&t Ideas at all : It cannot be 
queſtioned but Spirits have ways of 
Communicating their Thoughts , 
and yer we have no Idea of it at 
all. 


ne being then of Subſtance beins 
late and ſecure, notwithſtanding anv 
£101 haveſaid, letus fee whether the 
| C 3 Idcl 


(34) 
Idea of it be not ſo too. Your-Lord- | 
P. 236. ſhip asks, with concern, And « this all Þ 
indeed that 1s to be ſaid for the being (if Þ 
your Lordſhip pleaſe let it be the 
Idea) of Subſtaxce, that we accuſtome 
our {elves to ſuppoſe a Subſtratum ? 
Is that Cuſtome grounded upon true 
Reaſon, or no? | have ſaid, that it 
-2.C.23. 18 grounded upon this, That © we 
cannot corcerve how {imple Ideas } 
of ſenſible Qualities ſhould ſubſiſt |: 
alone, and therefore we ſuppoſe 
them to exiſt in, and to be ſup- 
ported by ſome common Subject, 
which Support we denote by the 
name Szbſtazce. Which I think 
1s a true Reaſon, becaule it 1sthe ſame |} 
your Lord{hip grounds the Suppoſi- ! 
tion of a Subſtratum on, in this very |} 
Page; even on the repugnancy to our } 
*  Conceptions, that Modes and Accidents | 
ſhould ſubſist by themſelves. So thatT 4 
have the good Luck here again to 
agree with Your Lordſhip: And 3 
conſequently conclude, I have your 1 
Approbation 1n this, "That the Sub- ; 
ſtratum to Modes or Accidents, which # 
is our Idea of Subſtance in general, 
1s founded 1n this, That © we can- Þ 
2 * not | 
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© 38) 
« not concerve how Modes or 


« Accidents can ſubfiſt by them- 
« ſelves. 


The Words next following are, 
If it be grounded upon plain and evident I., 8. w. 
Reaſon, then we muit allow an Idea of P- 237. 
Subſtance, which comes not in by Sen- 
ſation or Reflettion ; and ſo we may be 
certain of ſomething which we have not, 


by thoſe Ideas. 


Theſe Words of your Lordſhips 
contain nothing, that I fee in them, 
againſt me ; for I never ſaid, Thar 
the general Idea of Subſtance comes iz 
by Senſation ad Reflection: Or, 
That it is a ſimple Idea of Senſation 
or Reflection, tho? it be ultimately 
founded in them ; for it is a com- 
plex Idea, made up of the general 
Iaea of ſomething, or being, with the 
Relation of a Support to Accidents. 
For general Ideas come not into the 
Mind by Senſation or Reflection, 
but are the Creatures or Inventions 
of the Underſtanding , as, I think, 
I have ſhewn; and alſo, how the 


Mind makes them from Ideas, which 


C 4 it 


T2 


it has got by Senſation and Refle- 


B.3.c.3, tion: And as to the Ideas of Re- 


&r 
C. 18. 


lation, how the Mind forms them, 
and how they are derived from, and 


ultimately terminate in Ideas of 
Senſation and Reflection , I have 


B. 2 £25: likewiſe ſhewn. 


But that I may not be miſtaken 
what I mean, when I ſpeak of Ideas 
of Senſation and Reflection, as the 
Materials of all our Knowledge ; 
give me leave, my Lord, to ſet 
down here a place or two, out of 
my Book, to explain my felt; as, T 
thus ſpeak of Ideas of Sexſation and 
Reflection. . 


&« 'That theſe, when we have taken 
a full Survey of them, and their 
ſeveral Modes, and the Compoli- 
tions made out of them, we {ſhall 
find to contain all our whole 
Stock of Ideas; and we have no- 
&« thing in our Minds, which did not 
* come in one of theſe two ways. 
This Thought', in another place, 
RS;  -* -* 
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<« Theſe ſimple Ideas, the Mate- B. 2: c. 2- 
rials of all our Knowledge, are Y © 
ſuggeſted and furniſhed to the 
Mind, only by thoſe two ways 


above-mentioned, v:z. Senſation 
and Reflection. And again, 


« Theſe are the moſt conſiderable Þ. 2. c. 7. 
of thoſe ſimple Ideas which the Y '©: 
Mind has, and out of which is 

made all its other Knowledge; 

all which it receives by the two 
fore-mentioned ways, of Senſation 


and Reflection. And, 


« 'ThusThave,in a ſhort Draught, s.2. c 2r. 
givena View of our original Ideas, S. 73 
from whence all the reſt are de- 

rived, and of which they are made 


UP. 
"This, and the like ſaid in other 


places, 1s what T have thought con- 
cerning Ideas of Senſation and Re- 
flection, as the Foundation and Ma- 
terials of all our Ideas, and confe- 
quently of all our Knowledge. I 
have ſet down theſe Particulars out 
ot my Book, that the Reader , hav- 


ws 


(38) 
ing a full view of my Opinion here- 
in, may the better ſee what in it 1s 
liable to your Lordſhips Reprehen- 
ſion. For that your Lordſhip 1s not 
very well ſatisfied with 1t, appears 
not only by the Words under Con- 
{ideration , but by theſe alſo. Bar 
we are ſtill told, That our Underſl and- 
ing can have no other Ideas, but either 
from Senſation or Refleftion. And, 
Let us ſuppoſe this Principle to be true ; 
That the ſimple Ideas, by Senſation 
or Refleftion, are the ſole Matter 
and Foundation of ail our Reaſon 


24 . 


Your Lordſ{hips Argument, 1n the 
Paſſage we are upon, ftands thus. |} 
If the general Idea of Subſtance be || 
grounded upon plain and evident Rea- | 
fon, they we mutt allow an Iaea of 
Subſtance, which comes not in by Senſa- 
tion or Reflection. This is a Confe- 
quence which , with Submiſſion, I 
think will not hold, becauſe it 15 
founded upon a Suppolition which, 

[ think, will not hold, vzz. That 
Reaſon and Ideas are inconſlittent ; 
for 1f that Suppolition be not _ 

Enen 


(39) 
then the general Idea of Subſtance 
may be grounded on plain and evident 
Resſon; and yet it will not follow 
from thence, that it is not ultimately 
grounded on and derived from Ideas 
which come in by Senſation or Refle- 


ion, and fo cannot be ſaid to come 


in by Sexſation or Reflett1on. 


To explain my ſelf, and clear my 
meaning in this Matter. All the 
Ideas of all the ſenſible Qualities of a 
Chery, come into my Mind by Sen- 
ation ; , the Ideas of Perceiv:ng, 
Thinking, Reaſoning, Knowing, - &C. 
come into my Mind by Refled10 : 
The Ideas of theſe Qualities and 
Actions, .or Powers, are perceived 
by the Mind, to be by themſelves 
inconſiſtent with Exiſtence ; or, as 
your Lordſhip well expreſſes it, We 
find that we can have no true Conception 
af any Modes or Accidents, bat we must 
concerve 4 Sublitratum or Subject , 
wherein they are; i. e. "That they can- 
not exiſt or ſubſiſt of thernſelves. 
Hence the Mind perceives their ne- 
ceflary ConneCction with Inherence 
or being Supported, which being a 
jr EW. my _ 
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(49 ) 

relative Idea, ſuperadded to the red 
Colour 1n a Chery, or to Thinking 10 
a Man, the Mind frames the corre- 
lative Idea of a Support. For T never 
denied, That the Mind could frame 
tO it {elf Ideas of Relation, but have 
ſhewed the quite. contrary in my 
Chapters about Relation. But be- 
cauſe a Relation cannot be founded 
in nothing, or be the Relation of 
nothing, and the thing here related 
as a Supporter Or a Support, 1s not re- 
preſented to the Mind by any clear 
and diſtinct Idea; therefore the ob- 
{cure, indiſtinct, vague Idea of thing 
or ſomethinz , 1s all that 1s left to be 
the poſitive Idea, which has the re- 
lation of a S apporr Or Sub/tratum ro 
Modes or Accidents; and that gene- 
ral, indetermined Idea of ſomz?thizz, 
15-by the abſtraction of the Mind, 
derived alſo from the {imple Ideas 
of Senſation and Refle:tion : And 
thus the Mind, from the poſitive, 
ſimple Ideas go: by Senſation or 
Reflection, comes to the general, 
relative Idea of Subftance ; which 
without theſe poſitive, {imple Ideas, 
it would never have, : 

= This 


(41) 


This your Lordſhip ( without 
giving by Retail all the particular 
Steps of the Mind in this Buſineſs) 
has well expreſſed in this more fami- 
liar way. 


We find we can have no true Cot-y, ,.6 
3 Cception of any Modes or Accidents, bat 
'S we mutt conceive a Subſtratum or Sub- 
3 edt wherein they are ; ſince it is a Re- 
pugnancy to our Conceptions of Things, 
that Modes or Accidents ſhould ſubſift 
by themſelves. | 


Hence your Lordſhip calls it the 
rational Idea of Subſtances. And fays, jyia. 
i IT grant that by Senſation and Reflettion, 
3 we come to know the Powers and Pro- 
4 perties of Things; but our Reaſon is 
ſatisfied that there muit be ſomething 
beyoard theſe, becauſe it is impoſſible that 
they (hould ſubſist by themſelves. So 
that if this be that which your Lord- 
ſhip means by the rational Idea of Sub- 
ſtance, 1 fee nothing there 1s 1n it 
againſt what I have faid, that it is 
founded on {imple Ideas of Senfſa- 
tion or. Reflettion, and that it 15 a 
very obſcure Idea. Your 


P., 253- 


( 42 ) 


Your Lordſhips Concluſion from 

P. 273, Your foregoing Words, is, Ard /o 
we may be certain of ſome things wbich 
we have not by thoſe Ideas ; Whuch 1s a 
Propoſition, whoſe preciſe meaning 
your Lordſhip will forgive me if I 
profeſs, as it ſtands there, I do not 
. underſtand. For it is uncertain to 
me whether your Lordſhip means, 
We may certainly know the Ex- 
tence of ſomething which we have 
not by thoſe Ideas ; or certainly 
know the diſtinct Properties of 
ſomething which we have zot by thoſe 
Iaeas ; or certainly know the Truth 
of ſome Propoſition which we have not 
by thoſe Ideas; for to be certain of 
ſomething may 1ignifie either of thele : 
But in which ſoever of theſe 1t be 
meant, I do not ſee how I am con- 


cerned 1n it. 


Your Lordſhips next Paragraph 1s 
as followeth. 


«© 'The Idea of Subſtance, we are 
« told again, 15 nothing but the ſup- 


<«« poſed, but unknown Support of 
« Theſe 


C43.) 


« thoſe Qualities we find —_ 
« which we 1magine cannot ſubſilt, 
« ſize re ſubſtante; which, accord- 
« ing to thetrue import of the Word, 
&« 181n plain Engliſh, ſtanding under 
« or upholding. But wery tle 
Weight u« to be laid upon a bare Gram- 
matical Etymology, when the Word u 
wſed in another Senſe by the beft Au- 
thors, ſuch as Cicero axd Quintillian ; 
who take Subſtance for the ſame as Eſ- 


fence, as Valla hath proved ; and ſo 


the Greek Word imports : But Boethius 
in tranſlating Ariſtotle's Predicaments, 
rather choſe the word Subſtance as 
more proper, to expreſs a Compound 
Being, and Reſerved Eſſence, for what 
was more ſimple and immaterial. And 
in this Senſe, Subſtance was not applied 
to God but only Eſſence, as St. Augu- 
{tine obſerves. 


Your Lordſhip here ſeems to dif- 
like my taking notice, That the 
Derivation of the Word S»bſfaxce 
favours the Idea we have of it: And 
your Lordſhip tells me, That very 
little Weight is to be laid on a bare 
Grammatical Etymology. —_— 
ittle 
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( 44 ) 
little Weight were to be laid on it; 
if there were nothing elle to. be {aid 
for-it ; yet, when it 1s brought to 
confirm an Idea which your Lord- 
ſhip allows of, nay, calls a Rational 
Idea, and ſays is founded in evident 
Reaſon, T do not ſee what your 
Lordſhip had to blame in 1t. For 
though Cicero and Qaintillian take 
Subſtantia for the ſame with Eſſence, 
as your Lordſhip ſays; or for Riches 
and Eſtate, as I think they alſo do; 
yet_ I ſuppoſe it will {till be true, 
That Sabſtantia is derived a Saubſtando, 
and that that ſhews the original Im- 
port. of the Word. For, my Lord, 
I have been long of. Opinion, as may 
be ſeen in my Book, That if we 
knew the Original of all the Words 
we meet with, we ſhould thereby 
be very much help'd to know the 
Ideas they were firſt applied to and 
made ſtand for; and therefore TI 
muſt beg your Lordſhip to excuſe 
to this Conceit of mine, this Erymolo- 


2ical Obſervation eſpecially, ſince it 


hath nothing in it againſt the Truth, 
nor againſt your Lordſhips Idea of 
Sabſt ance, _ 

But 
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-. But your Lordſhip oppoſes to this 
Etymology the uſe of the word Swb- 
ſtance, by the beft Authors in another 
Senſe; and thereupon give the World 
a Learned Account of the uſe of the 
word Subſtance, in a Senſe wherein 
it-1s-not taken for the Sub/tratum of 
Accidents: However, I think. it a 
ſufficient Juſtification of my ſelf to 
your Lordſhip, that I uſe it in the 
fame Senſe your Lordſhip does, and 
that your Lordſhip thinks not it to 
govern your ſelf by thoſe Authori- 
ties ; for then your Lord{hip could 
not apply the word Swbſtaxce to God, 
as: Boethins did' not, and as' your 
Lordſhipihas proy*d out of St. Auga- 
ſtize, that it was not applied. Tho I 
gueſs *tis the Conſideration of S,b- 
ſtance, as it is applied to God, that 
brings it into your Lordſhips pre- 
ſent Diſcourſe. But if your Lord- 
{hipand-/T Gf without Preſumption 
1 may join my ſelf with you) have 
in the uſe of the word Sabſtazce 
quitted the Example of the beft Au- 
thors, 1 think the Authority of the 
Schools, which has a long time 
D been 


P. 239. 


P. 238, 


(46 ) 


been allowed in Philoſophical Terms, 
will bear us out in this  Mat- 
ter. =D 


In the remaining part of this Pa- 
ragraph it follows. Bat afterwards 
the Names of Subſtance and Effence 
were promiſcuonuſly uſed , with reſpect 
to God and his Creatures; and. dd 
#mplz, that which wkkes the real Beizg, 
as diftinguiſhed from Modes and Pro- 
perties. And ſo the Subſtance and 
Eſlence of a Man are the ſame; aot 
being taken for the indrvidual 'Sub- 
ſtance, which cannot be underſtood with- 
out particulsy Modes ' ad - Properties ; 
but the general Subſtance or Nature 
of Man abffraitly, from. all the Circums+ 
ſtances of Perſons. BE > 


— Here your Lordſhip makes thefe 
Terms gexeral Subſtance, Nature and 
Eſſence, to ſignifie the fame thing : 
How properly T ſhall not hereenquire. 
Your Lordſhip goes on. 


And I arfire to know, whether ac- 
cording to true Reaſon, that be not a 
clear Idea of Man; not of Peter, 
James 


1 7 


as -"v" 


(47) 
James or John, but of a Man as 


fach. 


This, I think, no Body denies: 
Nor can any one deny it, who will 
not ſay, That the general abſtract 
Idea which he has in his Mind of a 
Sort or Species of Animals that he 
calls Man; ought not to have that 
general name May applied to it : 
For that is all (as I humbly con- 
ceive) which theſe Words of your 
Lordſhip here amount to. 


This, your Lordſhip fays, vp. 238, 


not a meer univerſal Name, or Mark, 
or Sign, Your Lordſhip fays it is 
an Izea, and every Body mult grant 
it to be an Idea ; and therefore it is, 
in my Opinion, ſafe enough from 
being thought a meer Name, or 
Mark, or Sign of that Idea. For he 
muſt think very odly, who takes 
the general Aame of any Idea, to be 
the gexeral Idea it ſelf: It 18 a meer 
Mark or Sign of it without doubt, 
and nothing elſe. Your Lordſhip 
adds, 
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(45 ) 


But there is as clear and aiſtinit 4 
Conception of this in our Minds, as 
we can have from any ſuch ſimple 


Ideas as are conveyed by our Sen- 


ſes. 


It your Lordſhip means by this, 


(as the Words ſeem to me to 1m- - 


port) That we have as clear and 
diſtinct an Idea of the 2cexeral Sub- 


ſtance, or Natare, or Eſſence, of the 


ſpecies Mar, as we have of the par- 
ticular Colour and Figure of a Man 
when we look on him, or of his 
Voice when we hear him Speak, I 
mult crave leave to difſent from 
your Lordſhip. ' Becauſe the Idea 
we have of the Subſtance, wherein 
the Properties of a Man do inhere, 
is a very obſcure Idea : So that in 


"that part, our general Idea of Marx 


15 obſcure and confuſed : As alſo, 
how that Subitance 1s difterently 
modified 1n the different Species of 
Creatures, ſo as to have difterent 
Properties and Powers whereb 

they are diitinguiſhed, that alſo we 


'lave very obſcure, or rather no di- 


{tinct 


” TR 


( 49) 


ſtinft Ideas of at all. But there is no 
Obſcurity or Confuſion at all in the 
Idea of a Figure that I clearly fee, 
or of a Sound that I diftinQly hear; 
and ſuch are, or may be, the Ideas 
that are conveyed in by Senſation or 
Reflection. Ir follows. 


I do not deny that the diſtinction P. 238. 
of particular Subſtances, is by the ſe- 
veral Modes and Properties A them, 
(which they may call a Complication of 
ſumple Ideas if they pleaſe); but I &o af- 
ſert, That the general Idea hich ve- 
[ates to the Eſſence, without thj«c, is {0 
15 and true an Idea, that without 7t 


the C omplication of ſample Ideir, will 


never give ws 4a right Notion of 
it 5 


Here, I think, that your Lor- 
ſhip aſſerts , That the general Tava of 
the real Eſſence (for fo I underſtand 

general Idea which relates to tie Ef- 


I /: ence) without the Mozes and Proper- 


ties, is a Jait and trne Td:n. For 
Example : The real Effence bt 2 
Thing, is that internal Conftici%. 


on which the Properties 0i oh 


P. 256, 


(50) 
Thing depend: Now your Lord- 
ſhip ſeems to me to acknowledge, 
That that internal Conſtitution or 
Eſſence we cannot know ; for your 
Lordſhip ſays, That from the Powers 
and Properties of Things which are 
knowable by us, we may know as much 0 
the internal Eſſence of Things, as theſe 
Powers and Properties diſcover, That 
is unqueſtionably ſo; but if thoſe 
Powers and Properties diſcover no 
more of thoſe izternal Eſſences, but 
that there are zternal Eſſences, we 
{ſhall know only that there are 2z- 
zernal Eſſences, but ſhall have no 
Idea or Conception at all of what 
they are ; as your Lord{hip ſeems 
to confeſs in the next Words of the 
{ame 256 pag. where you add. 1 
ao not ſay, That we can know all E/- 
ſences of Things alike, nor that we can 


attain to a perfect Underſtanding of all | 
that belong to them ; but if we can know || 
fo much, as that there are certain Be- |} 
2185 in the World, endued with ſuch | 


diſtinet Powers and Properties, what 
5 it we complain of the want of ? 


Wherein your Lordſhip ſeems to [ 


terminate our Knowledge of thofe 


In- 1 
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internal Eſſences in this, That there 
are certain Beings indued with diſtin(t 
Powers and Properties, But what 
theſe Beings, theſe internal Eſſences 
are, that we have no diſtinct Con- 
ceptions of ; as your Lordſhip con- 
fefſes yer plainer a little after, in 


theſe Words : For although we cans P, 257. 


ot comprehend the internal Frame and 
Conſtitution of Things. So that we 
having, as 1s confeſſed, no Idea of 
what this Eſſexce, this znteraal Con- 
ſ{itution of Things on which their 
Properties depend, is, How can we 
ſay it 1s any way 4 ju#t and true Idea ? 
But your Lordſhip ſays, 1: is fo 
quit and true an Idea, that withoat it 
the Contemplation of ſimple Ideas will 
never give us a right Notion of it. 
All the Idea we have of it, which 
is only that there is an internal, rho? 
unknown Conſtitution of Things 
on which their Property depends, 
{1mple Ideas of Senſation and Refle- 
ction, and the Contemplation of 
them have alone help*q us to; and 
becauſe they can help us no furthery 
that 1s the Reaſon we haye no per- 
tecter Notions of it. 

D 4 'That 
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That which your Lordſhip ſeems 
to me, principally to drive at, in 
this and the foregoing Paragraph, 
is, to aſſert, That the general Sab- 
ſtance of Man, and fo of any other 
Species, is that which makes the real 
| Being' of that Species, abſtractly 
from the Individuals of that Species. 
By gereral Subſtance here, I ſuppoſe, 
your Lordſhip means the general 
Idea of Subſtance: And that which 
induces me to take the liberty to 
{ſuppoſe {o, 1s, that I think your 
Lord{hip is here diſcourſing of the 
Idea of Subſtance, and how we come 
by it. And if your Lordſhip ſhould 
mean otherwiſe, I muſt take the li- 
berty to deny there 1s any ſuch thing 
in reram Natura, as a general Sub- 
Faxce that exiſts it ſelf, or makes 
any thing. p 


Taking it then for granted that 
your Lordſhip ſays, That this is the 
general Idea of Subſtance, v:zz. 

hat it 1s that which makes the real 

eing of. any thing, Your Lordſhip 
lays, That it u as clear and diſtinit a 
| | Con- 
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Conception in our Minds, as we can 
hve from any ſuch ſimple Ideas as are con- 
veyed by our Senſes. Here T muſt crave 
leave to diſſent from your Lordſhip. 
Your Lordſhip ſays, in the former 
part of this Page, That Subſtance and 
Eſſence do imply that which makes the 
real Being. Now what I beſeech 
your Lordſhip do theſe Words That 
which, here ſ{ignifie more than ſome- 
thing * And the Idea exprefſed by 
/omething , T am apt to think your 
Lordſhip will not ſay * as clear and 
diſtinf a Conception or Idea in the 
Mind, as the Idea of the red Colour 
of a Chery, or the bitter Taſte of 
Wormwood, or the Figure of a 
Circle, brought into the Mind by 
the Senſes. 


Your Lordſhip farther ſays, 
wakes; whereby I ſuppoſe your 
Lordſhip means conſtitutes or is the 
real Being, as diſtinguiſhed from Modes 


and Properties. 


For Example, my Lord, ſtrip this. 
{uppoſed — Idea of a Mar or 
Gold, of all its Modes and Properties, 
FO | and 
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and then tell me whether your Lord- 
ſhip has as clear and diſtin& an Idea 
of what remains, as you have of 
the Figure of the one, or the yellow 
Colour of the other. IT muſt con- 
feſs the remaining ſomething to me 
affords ſo vague, confuſed and 
obſcure an Idea, that I cannot fay I 
have any difſtintt Conception of it ; 
for barely by being /omerhing, it is 
not in my Mind clearly diftinguiſh- 
ed from the Figure or Voice of a * 
Man, or the Colour or Taſte of a 
Chery, for they are ſomething too. | 
If your Lordſhip has a clear and di- |! 
ſtinct Idea of that ſomething, which | 
makes the veal Being as diſtinguiſhed 
from all its Modes and Properties, your 
Lord{hip muſt enjoy the Priviledge | 
of the Sight, and clear Ideas you |; 
— have : Nor can you be denied them, |! 
becauſe I have not the like ; the | 
dimneſs of my Conceptions, muſt |: 
not pretend to hinder the clearnefs of !'! 
your Lord{hips, any more than the 
want of them in a blind Man, can 
debar your Lordſhip of the clear 
and dittinit Ideas of Colours : 'The 
obſcurity I find in my own Mind, 
when 
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when I examine what poſitive, ge- 
neral, ſimple Idea of Subſtance I 


have, is ſuch as I profeſs, and fur- 


ther than that T cannot go: But 
what and how clear it 1s in the Un- 
derſtanding of a Seraphim, or of an 


elevated Mind, that IT cannot 


determine. Your Lordſhip goes 
ON. 


1 muit do that Right to the Inge- p, 9.9. 
niows Author of The Eſlay of Hu- 


mane Underſtanding ( from whexce 
theſe Notiaws are borrowed to ſerve other 


Parpoſes than he intended them) that 


he makes the Caſe of Spiritual, and 
Corporeal Subſtances to be alike, 2s to 
their Ideas, And ** That we have 
« as clear a Notion of a Spirit, as 
< we have of a Body ; the one be- 
* ing {uppoſed to be the Sub/ratum 
* to thoſe ſimple Ideas we have from 
* without, and the other of thoſe 
* Operations we find within our 
* ſelves. And that it 1s as rational to 
affirm, There is no Body, be- 
cauſe we cannot know its Elilence, 
« as *tis called, or have no Icca of 
* the Subſtance of Matter; as to 

: | - fay 
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& fay there 1s no Spirit, becauſe we 
* know not its Eflence, or have no 
&* Idea of a ſpiritual Subſtance. 


From hence it follows, That we may 


be certain that there are both Spiritual 
and Bodily Subſtances, although we 
can have no clear and diſtinct Ideas 
of them. But if our Reaſon depend 
upon our clear and diftinCt Ideas, how 
# this poſſible ? We cannot Reaſon with- 
out Clear Ideas, and yet we may be cer- 
tain without them : Can we be certain 
without Reaſon? Or, doth our Reaſon 
give us true Notions of Things, with- 
out theſe Ideas? If it be ſo, this new 
Hypotheſis about Reaſon musit appear to 


be very unreaſonable, 


_ That which your Lordſhip feems 


to argue here, is, That we may be 


certain without clear and diſtin Ideas. 


Who your Lordſhip here argues 
againſt, under the Title of this zew 
Hypotheſis about Reaſon, 1 confeſs I 
do not know. ForT do not remem- 


ber that I have any where placed 
Certainty only in clear and diſtintt Ideas, 
but in the clear and viſible Conne- 


on 


M 
; 
F: 
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Qtion of any of our Ideas, be thoſe 


Ideas what they will; as will appear 


to any one who will look into B. 4. 
c. 4. S. 18. & B. 4.c.6. S. 3. of my 
Eſſay, 1n the latter of which he will 
find theſe Words. ©& Certainty of 
© Knowledge is to perceive the 
« agreement or diſagreement of 
« Tdeas, as expreſfled in any Pro- 
« poſition. As .1n the Propoſition 
your Lordſhip mentions, v.g. That 
we may be certain there are Spiritual 
and Bodily Subſtances; or, 'T hat Bodily 
Subſtances do exiſt, 1s a Propoſition 
of whoſe Truth we may be certain ; 
and ſo of Spiritual Subſtances. Let 
us now examine wherein the cer- 


tainty of theſe Propoſitions con- 
Iiſts. | 


Firſt, As to the. Exiſtence of Bo- 
dily Subſtances, I know by my Sen- 
ſes that ſomething extended, and ſo- 
Iid, and figur'd does exiſt ; for my 
Senſes are the utmoſt Evidence and 
Certainty I have of the Exiſtence of 
extended, folid, figured "Things. 
Theſe Modes being then known to 
exiſt by our Senles, the Exiſtence of 
them 
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them (which I cannot conceive can 
ſubſiſt without ſomething to fup- 
port them) males me {ce the Con- 
nection , of. thoſe Ideas with a Sup- 
port, or, as it is called, a Subject of 
Inhefion, and fo conſequently the 
ConneCQtion of that Support (which 
cannot be nothing) with Exiftence. 
And thus I come by a certainty of 
the Extſterice of that ſomething which 
15 a Support of thoſe {enfible Modes, 
though I have but a very contus'd, 
loofe and undetermined Idea of it, 
ſignified by, the name Sabſtazce. 
Atter the fame manner experiment- 
ing thinking in my felf, by the 
Extſtence of '[hought in me, to which 


ſomethins that thinks is evidently 


and neceſſarily connected in my 
Mind, I come to be certain that there 


—exiſts in me ſomething that thinks, 


though of that ſomething which I 
call Subſtance allo, I have but a very 
obſcure, imperfect Idea. 


Before I go any iurther, it 1s fit I 
return my Acknowledgments to 
your Lord{hip, for the good Opi- 
nion you are pleaſed here ro m_— 

of 
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| Lordſhip is engaged in, and yet I 
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of the Author of The Eſjay of Humane 


Underſtanding, and that you do: not 


impute to him the ill Uſe ſome may 
have made of his Notions. But he 
craves leave to ſay, That he ſhould 
have heen hetter preſerv'd from the 
hard and ſiniſter "Thoughts, which 
ſome Men are always ready for, if 
in what you have here. publiſhed, 
your Lerdſhip had been pleaſed tg 
have ſhewn where. you direQed 
your Diſcourſe againit him, and 
where againſt others, from p.. 234. 
to þ, 262. Nothing but my Book 
and my- Words being quoted, the 
World will be apt to think that T am 
the 'Perfon who argue againſt the 


{ Frinity, and deny Myfteries, againſt 
1 whom your Lordſhip dire&s thoſe 
{ Pages. And indeed, my Lord, tho? 


I have read them over with great 
Attentign, yet, in many Places, I 
cannot diſcern whether it be againſt 


} me orany Body elſe, that your Lord- 


ſhip is arguing. That which often 
makes the Difficulty, is, That I do 
not ſee how what 1 ſay, does at all 
concern the Controverlie your 


- alone 
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alone am quoted: Your Lordſhip 
goes On. Ce P” 


"Let 'us ſuppoſe this Principle to: be | 


trae,” "That the ſimple Ideas by Sen- 
fation or Refletion, are the ole 
Matter and Foundation of all our 
Reaſoning: I ak then bow we come 
to- be- certain, that- there are Spiritual 


| Subſtances i» the World, ſince we.'tar 


have-as clear 'and diſtin& Ideas con- 
eer ning them ? Can we be certaty, withoat 
any Foundation of Reaſon ?.T his i 4 
new ſort of Certainty, for which we do not 
envy theſe Pretenders to Reaſon, But 
wethinks,they ſhould not at the fame time 
aſſert the abſolate neceſſity of theſe Ideas 
to: our Knowledge, and declare that we 
mayhave certainK powledg without them. 
If there be any other Method, they over- 
throw their own Principle; if there be 
none, how come they to any certainty that 
there are both Bodily and Spiritual 
Subſtances ? x 


_ This Paragraph, which continues 
to prove that we may have Cer- 
tainty without clear and aiſtintt Ideas, 
I would flatter my (elf is riot meant 

GR, ; againſt 
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againſt me, becauſe it oppoſes no- 
thing. that I have ſaid, and fo 
ſhall not fay any thing to it, but 
only ſet it down to do your Lord- 
{hip right, that the Reader may 
judge. Tho? I do not find how he 
will eaſily over-look me, and think 
l am not at all concerned in it, 
ſince my Words alone are quoted 
in ſeveral Pages immediately pre- 
ceding and following : Andin 
the very next Paragraph it 1s faid, 
How T HET come to know ; which 
word They muſt ſignifie ſome Body 
beſides the Author Of Chri/tia- 
nity not Myſterious ; and then TI 
think, by the whole Tenor 
of your Lord{hips Diſcourſe , 
no Body will be left but me 
poſſible to be taken to be the 
other ; for in the ſame Paragraph 
your Lordſhip ſays, The ſame 
PERSONS ſay, That aotwith- 


ſtanding THEIR Ideas, it is poſ- 


ſible for Matter to think, 


I know not what other Per/ſo 
ſays ſo but I; but it any one does, I 
am ſure go Per/oz but 1 /ay fo in 

F. my 
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my Book, viluph. your Lordfhip 
has; qyoted for them, v2. Humane 
Under ending... B..4- C- 3, This, 
which is 3 Riddle to mx, the. mare 
amazes. me, becauſe 1 find, it 1n.4 
mo of yous. Lordfhtps,. who 
perfectly undenfiand the, Rules 
wk ! Methods of Writing, whey 
ther. a Controverhkie or any, other 
way. But this whuch ſeems. ka Ka 
ly ne to-me, I ſhall o_ u 
fand when your, Loxdhip. os 
t9. explain it. Ia the mean time 
I mengsig.it as an; Apology. far my 
ſelf, -if ſome times I miſtake your 
Lordfſhips Aim ,. and fp mifapply 
my, Anfwer. What follows mn 
your Eordſhips. Next: Far agraph 1s 


as ta theſe latter ( mach is my Bl. 
ſineſs) Þ matt enquire farther, haw 
THEY come to know, there are, ſugh? 
The Avſier. it by. Self-RefleQtion, 
on thoſe Pawers we. find 1R our 
ſelves, which cannot come from a 


meer bodily. SubFance. L alom the 
Reaſox to m4 very,g00d;; buk the Que: 
ſriop 


; 

3 
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ftion F ack, is, Whether this Arga- 
ent be from the clear and diftin& 
Idea'or ot? We have Ideas in our 
ſelves of the ſeveral Operations of 
ous Minds, of Knowing, Willing, 
Conſidering, &s. which cannot 
come from a: bodily Subſtance: 

Very true ; but ts all this contained in 

the ſimple Tdea of theſe Operations ? 

Flow caw that be, when the ſame 
PERSONS ſay, That notwith- 

flanding their Ideas, it # poſſible for 

Matter to think * For it #& ſaid, 

« "That we have the Ideas of Mat- Humane 
< ter and Fhinking, but poſſibly Underit- 
& ſhall never be able to know whe- "© © 7 
« ther any material Being thinks 
<« or not; it being impoſlible for 5.6. 24x, 
< us, by the Contemplation of our P: 310. 
*© own Ideas, without Revelation, 

« to diſcover whether Omnipo- 

« tency hath not given to ſome 

« Syſtems of Matter, fitly diſpo- 

* ſed, a Power to perceiveor think, 

If this be trne, then for all that we ca 
kzow by our Ideas of Matter and 
Thinking, Matter may have a Power 

of Thinking : And if this hold, ther 

2 it 


«a 


A 
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it is impoſſible to prove 4. ſpiritual 
Subſtance in us, from, the Idea, of 
Thinking: For how can we be aſ- 
fared by our Taeas, that God hath not 
given ſuch a Power of . Thinking, to 
Matter ſo diſpoſed as our. Rodies are? 


Eſp ect elly ſin ce t us ſe aid, " . 'That in 
«c 


reſpeet of our Notions., it 1s 
not much more remote from our. 
Comprehenſion to canceive that. 
God can, if he pleaſes,, fuper-add 
toour Idea of Mattera Faculty of 
Thinking, than that he ſhould 
{uper-add to it another Sub- 
ſtance, with a Faculty of ,Think- 
ing. Whoever aſſerts this, can 
ever prove a ſpiritual Subſt ance. in 
s from a. Faculty of Thinking ; be- 
cauſe he cannot know from the, Idea of: 
Matter and Thinking, that Matter ſo- 
diſpoſed cannot think. And he can- 
not be certain, that God hath not 
framed the Matter of our Bodies [6 
as to be capable of it. 


CC 
CC 


Theſe Words, my Lord, I am 
forced to take to my elf ; for 
though your Lordſhip has put it 

The 
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The ſame Perſons ſay, inthe Plural 
Number, yet there 15 no Body 
quoted for the following Words 
but my Eſſay ; nor do T think any 
Body butT has ſaid ſo. But fo it 1s 
1n this preſent Chapter, T have the 
good Luck tobe joined with others 
for what'T do not ſay, and others 
with me for what 1 imagine they 
do not fay; which, how it came 
about, your Lordſhip can belt re- 
ſolve. But to the Words them- 
ſelves: In them your Lordſhip 
argues, That upon my Principles 
it cannot be proved that there is a ſpi- 
ritual Sabſtance in us. To which 


| a me leave, with Submiſſiog, to 


ay, That IT think it may be proved 
from my Principles, and [ think T 
have done it ; and the Proof in my 
Book ſtands thus. Firſt, we ex- 
periment in_ our ſelves Thiz#tz2z, 
The Idea of this Attion or Mode 


| of Thinking , 1s inconſiſtent with 


the Idea of Selt-Subſiſtence, and 
therefore has a neceilary Conne- 
ction, with a Support or SubjeCt 
of Inhefion : The Idea of that Sup+- 

_ E 3 port 
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port is what we call Szbſtance ; 
and ſo from Thinking experimented 
in us, we have a proof of a think- 
ing Subſtance 19. us, which in my 
Senſe 1s..a Spirit, Againſt this 
your Lordſhip will argue, That 
by what TI have ſaid of the poſhbi- 
lity that God may, if he pleaſes, 
ſuper-add to Matter a Faculty of 
Thinking, it can never be proved 
that there is a ſpiritual Subſtance 
in us, becauſe upon that Suppoſi- 
tion it 1s poſſible it may be a mate- 
rial Subſtance that thinks in us. 
T grant it ; but add, That the ge- 
neral Idea of Subſtance being the 
{ame every where, the Modifica- 
tion of Thinking, or the Power of 
Thinking joined to it, makes it a 
Spirit, without conſidering what 
other Modifications it has, as, 
whether it has the Modification of 
Solidity or no. As on the other 
ſide Subſtance, that has the Modifi- 
cation of Solzaity is Matter, whe- 
ther it has the Modification of 


. Thinakins or no. And therefore, 


if your Lordſhip MEAns by a Spiri- 


Fual, 


"x09 ] 
:aa/., an imnvaterial Subſtance, I 
_ grant have net proved, nor upon 
my Principles can it be proved, 
your Lordſhip meaning (as £ think 
you dd) demonſitratively proved, 
That there is an irnmererial Sub- 
ſirince in us that thinks. Though 
I pefianie, from what I have ſaid 


about the Suppolition of a Syltem e,z. c.10. 
of Matter, Thinking (which there $ 16. 


demonſtrates that God is imrtiate- 
rial) will prove it in the higheſt 
degree probable, that the thinking 
Subſtance in us 1s itnimaterial. 
Bur your Lord{tip thinks not Pro- 
bability enough, and by charging 
the want of Denvwonſtration upon 
my Principles, that the thinking 
Thing in us is Wknmaterial , your 
Lordſhip ſeems to coriclude it de- 
monſtrable from Principles of 
Philoſophy. "That Demonſtration 
I ſhould with Joy receive from 
your Lordſhip, or any one: For 
though all the great ends of Mora- 
lity and Religion are well etivugh 


ſecured without it, as I have, - 
7 4 a \- , ; ; T © y ' * 
ſhewn, yet it Woukd be a great ad- s, 6, 


E 4 vantage 
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vantage of our Knowledge in- Na-. 
ture and Philoſophy. 4; 


To what I have ſaid in my Book, 
to ſhew that all the great Ends of 
Religion and Morality are ſecured 
barely by the Immortality of the 
Soul, without a neceſſary Suppoſi- 
tion that the Soul is immaterial, I 
crave leave to add, That Immor- 
tality may and ſhall be annexed*to 
that, which 1n its own Nature is 
neither yunmaterial nor immortal, 
as the Apoſtle expreſly declares in 


1 Cor. 15. theſe Words , For this Corruptible 


53 


mut put on Incorruption, and this 
Mortal mu#t put on Immortality. 


Perhaps my uſing the word Spi- 
rit for a thinking Subſtance, with- 


- outexcluding materiality out of it, 


will be thought too great a liberty; 
and ſuch as deſerves Cenſure, be- 
cauſe I leave immateriality out of 
the Idea I make it a Sign of. I 
readily own, that Words ſhould 
be ſparingly ventured on in a Senſe 
wholly new ; and nothing but ab- 
ES» ' ſolute 


fotute necefMity can excuſe the bold- 
neſs of uſing any Term; in a' Senſe 
whereof we can produce no Ex- 
ample. But in the preſent Caſe, I 
think-I have great Authorities to 
juitifie me. The Soul is agreed, 
on all Hands, to be that in us which 
thinks. And he that will look in- 
to the firſt Book of Cicero's Tuſca- 
lan Queſtions, and into the 6th 
Book of Virgills Aneads, will find 
that theſe two great Men, who of 
all the Romans beſt underftood Phi- 
loſophy, thought, or at leaſt did 
not deny the Soul to be a ſubtil 
Matter, which might come. under 
the Name of Aura, or Tznis, or 
ther, and this Soul they both of 
them called Spiritus ; in the Noti- 
on of which *tis plain they included 
only Thought and aQtive Motion, 
without the total excluſion of Mat- 
ter. Whether they thought right 
in this I do not ſay, that 1s not the 
Queſtion ; but whether they ſpoke 
properly, when they called an 
active, thinking, ſubtil Subſtance, 
out of which they excluded only 
. | grols 
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(79) 


£fols and palpable Matter, Spryites 
Sperit. I thank that no Body wall 
deny, That: 5f any. among the,Ro- 
2425 Canibe. allowed to Tpeak pro- 
perly, {ny and Yrrgr! ade the ewo 
who may tnoſt fecitiely be: depend- 
ed bn for 1t ;' And Fg of them, 
{peakuig. of tht Soul , : Jays: Dam 
Spiritus hos. regit wrtts + And. the 
Other, vis rominetar Gorpsre & 
Sptritu. __— 'tis - plain Fl 
Corpre , _— - txera 
every where). ole Matter 

that may be Dow nh | "ot ge as 


_ y.theſe Words, Sr ror aex 


Sarguis, ant terebram tft Animmus, 
gerte, quonam eo Corp, irteribis 
_ relyquo _— {| ani;nae#, forte 

_—. » ſj mois ext ing aetuy , 

Queſt. Li x. C. 21. Here 
-G icero pan Corpas to 11s. and 
Anima, 1. & Axra or Breath: And 
the Foundation of that his diitin- 
Ction of the Soul, from that which 
he calls Corpas or Body, he gives a 
little lower in theſe Words, 7: ABLE 
ejus tennitas wt fagiat atiem, 1b. 


C. 22. 
Nor 
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Nor was it the Heathen Workd 
alone that had this Notion-of Spr- 
rit ; the moſt ealightned of all the 
ancient Pe of God, Solomon 
humſelf, ſpeaks after the {ame man- 


ner, That which befalleth the Sons of Ecd.z 19. 


Mex befalleth Beaſts, even ome' thi! 
befalleth them " Pager 1 - 
areth the other, yea, they h#ve all one 
Spirit, So 1 tranſhte the Hebrew 
word m1 here, for fo I find it 
tranſlated the very next Verſe but 
one ; Who knoweth the Spivit of # 
Man that goeth epward, and the Sp1- 
rit of « Bea#t that gotth dowys to the 


Earth. In which places it is plain 


that Solomon applies the my 
and our Tranſhtors of him the 
word Sprrit to a Subſtance,” out of 
which immateriality was not 
wholly excluded, axles the Spirit of 
a Beait that goeth downwards to the 
Earth be immaterial. Nor did the 
way of Speaking in our Saviours 


V. 2ts 


time vary from this; St. Luke tells ch,24.37. 


us, That when our Saviour, after 
his Reſurrection, ſtood in the 
midſt of them, They were affrighted 


and 


-( 93-) 
and ſuppoſed that they; had ſeen 
TY 4g, the Greek word which 


always anſwers Spirit in Engliſh ; 


_ 1 I _ ie 
render it here,' They ſuppoſed that 
they had ſeen £ Sprret. ; But our 


v. 39. Saviour fays to them. Behold my 


L. Vl 


| hand 


Hands ana my Feet, that it ts I my 
ſelf,, handle me and ſee; for a Spirit 
hath not Fleſh and Bones, as you ſee 
me have. Which Words of our 


Sayiour put the ame diſtinftion 


between Body and Spirit, that Ci- 
cero did in the place abovecited, 
viz. That the one was a groſs 
onaguges that could be felt and 


Virgil deſcribes the Ghoſt or Soul 
of Anchiſes, 


Ter conatas ibi collo dare brachia_ 


CIYCUMR, = 
Ter fruſtra comprenſa manus effu- 
git zmggo, = 
Par levibas ventis volucriq; funil- 
lima ſomno, ., 


I would not be thought hereby 
to ſay, That Spirit never does bg 
nine 


Gt: 


and the other ſuch as 


(73) 
nifie a purely, immaterial Sub- 
ſtance. In that Senſe the Scripture, 
I take it, ſpeaks, when it ſays, 
God is 4 Spirit ; and in that Senſe 
T have ugd-it ; and 1n that Senſe 
T have proved from my 'Princi- 
ples, that there is a /piritua! Sub- 
ſtance; and'am certain that there zs 
4 ſpiritual. 1mmaterial Subſtance : 
Which is, ' I-humbly conceive, a 
dire&t Anſwer to your Lordſhips 
Queſtion in the beginning of this 
Argument, viz. How we come to 
be certain that there are ſpiritual Sub- 
ſtances, ſuppoſing this Principle to be 
true, that the ſimple Tdeas by Sen- 
ſation and Reflection, are the ſole 
Matter and Foundation of all our 
Reaſoning ? But this hinders not, 
but that if God, that infinite, om- 
nipotent and perfectly immaterial 
Spirit, ſhould pleaſe to give to a 
Syſtem of very {ubtil Matter, Senſe 
and Motion, it might, with pro- 
priety of Speech, be called Spzrr ; 
though materiality were not ex- 
cludect out of its Complex Idea. 
Your Lordſhip proceeds. | 


It 


P. 242. 


G. 5. 


| Buy £10 


CG. 5. 


+ is ſaid indeed dſembere, © That 
B. 4. C, 10. &« it. T5 repugnant: ta the: Idea of 


« {cnſgles Matter, that it ſhould 
« putinv it {elk Senſe, Parception 
« and Knawledge.:- Bu thes doth 
not reach the preſent Gafe ; mhich is 
not what Matter cams as; of: it ſetf,. but 
what Matter prepared byj aw Onnipos 
tent Hand. can. do, And what. cer- 
tainky: cam we. have. that he thath: not- 
done it ? We can havenone fronethe 
Ideas, for thoſe are giver up in this 


Caſe;. a;:4 conſequently, we can have 


zo certainty. upom theſe Principles, 
whether we have axy ſpiritual Sub- 


ſtance within us or not. ;: 


Your Lord{hbip. in this Para- 
graph proves, that from what I 
iay, We can have no certainty whe- 
ther we have any {ſpiritual Subſtance 
in us 0r not, I byſptritual Sub- 
ſtance your Lordſhip means an 
immaterial Subſtance zz us, as yow 
ſpeak,.p. 246. I grant what your 
Lordſhip ſays is true, That it can- 
not , upon. #beſe Principles , us 

C< 
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AB) 
oempnſir ated. But I muſt crave 
leave to ſay atthe-fame time, ys 
upon theſe Principles #. Gow be 
pray 'd,. to. the highs Fe of 
probahility. Th Des Re S 


. farce your Lordſhip,means a think» 
ing Subſtance, = diflent from; 


your Lordſhip, and fay, .'Fhat we. 
can have a Certatoty, upon m) Prins. 
ciples, that there is a ſpiritual Sub- 
ſkance in. us. In ſhort, my. Lord, 

4p04. My, Principles, z;, e. from the 
Idea of Thinking, We can have akere. 
zainty that there is a thinking,Sub- 
ſtance in-us ; from hence we have 
a certainty that, there.is. an Eternal 


thinking Subſtayce. This thinking 8, 4+ C. 


Subſtance, which has been from 
Eternity, I: have proved to be im- 
material. This eternal, iummate- 
rial, thinking Subſtagce, has put 
into. us athinking Subſtance, which 
whether. it be a material or imma- 
terial. Subſtance, cannot be infal- 
libly demonſtrated from our Ideas ; 
though from them 1t, may be prov- 
ed, that it- is to the higheſt degree | 


probable that it is unmaternl. 
This, 


(76) 
'Fhis, in ſhort, my Lord, 1s what 
F have to fay on this Point ; which 
may, in. good meaſure, ſerve for 
an Anſwer to your Lordſhips next 
Leaf or two, which TI ſhall ſer 
down, and then take notice of 
fomme few Particulars which I won- 
der to find your Lordſhip accuſe 
me of. Your Lordſhip ſays, 


| P. 242. - But we aretold, © That from the 
| E. 2.c.23. © Operations of our Minds, we are 
b $15- © ableto framea Complex Idea of 
lf * a Spirit. How can that be, when 
| we cannot from thoſe Ideas be aſſured, 
; but that thoſe Operations may come 
bi from a material Subſtance ? If we 
| frame an Idea on ſuch Grounds, it is 

at meft but a poſſible Idea ; for it 
l — may be otherwiſe, and we can have no 
f aſſurance from our Ideas, that it is 
ot : So that the moit Men may come 
to in this way of Ideas, is, That it is 
poſſible it may be ſo, and it is poſſible 
it may not ; but that it is impoſſible 
for us, from our Ideas, to determine 
either way. And is not this an aami- 
rable way to bring us to a certainty of- 
Reaſoz ? 


1 am 
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(77) 


1 im very glad to find the Idea of P. 243. 


4 ſpiritual Subſtance made as con- 
Glen and intelligible, as that of a 
Corporeal ; « For as the one conliſts 


cc 
cc 
Cc 
T's 
cc 
Cc 
Cc 
cc 
CC 
Cc 
« 
& 
(44 
Cc 


CC 


Cc 
Cc 
CC 


© of a Coheſion of ſolid Parts, and 
the Power of communicating 
Motion by Impulle, fo the other 
conſifts in a Power of Think- 
ing, and Willing, and Moving 
the Body ; and that the Cohe- 
fion of ſolid Parts, is as hard to 
be conceived as Thinking : 

And we are as much in the 
Dark about the Power of com- 
municating Motion by Impulte, 
as in the Power of exciting Mo- 
tion by Thought. We have by 
daily Experience, clear Evidence 
of Motion produced, both by 
Impulſe and by Thought ; but 
the manner how, hardly comes 


within our Comprehenſion ; we g, 2g, 


are equally at a loſs 1n both. 


F rom whence it follows, That we 


ye be certain of a Being of a ſpiri- 


tual Subſtance, although we have no 


blear and diſtinct Idea of it; nor are 


FE able 


C. 31. 


(8) 


avle to comprehend the manner of its 
Operations: Ard therefore it is a vain 
thing in any to pretend, that all our 
Reaſon and Certainty is founded on 
clear and diſtinct Ideas; and that 
they have Reaſon to reject any Dottrin 
which relates to ſpiritual Subſt ances, 
becauſe they - cannot comprehend the 
manner f it. For the ſame thing us 
confeſſed by the mo5t inquiſitive Men, 
about the manner of Operation, both 
in material and immaterial Subſt ances, 
It ts affirmed, That © the very No- 
« tion of Body, implies ſome- 
* thing very hard, if not impoſſi- 
to be explained or underſtood 
*{ by us; and that the natural 
« Conſequence of it, viz. Diviſi- 
« bility, involves us in Diihiculties 
« impoſſible to be explicated, or 
« made conſiſtent; That we have 
« but ſome few ſuperficial Ideas 
«* of Things; That we are deſti- 
« tute of Faculties, to attain to 
« the true Nature of them; and 
« that when we do that, we fall 
« preſently into - Darkneſs and 
* Obſcurity, and can diſcover 
CC no» 


Q a 


C 


«a 


A 


LA) 


«a 


> 


« nothing further, but our own 
« Blindneſs agd Ignorance. 


Theſe are very fair and ingenious 
Confeſſions of the ſhortneſs of Hu- 
mane Underſtanding, with reſpect to 
the nature and manner of ſuch Things 
which we are mo## certain of the Be- 
ins of, by conſtant and. undoubted 
Experience. I appeal now to the Rea- 
ſon of Mankind, whether it can be 
any reaſonable Foundation for reje- 
ding 4 Dottrin propoſed to us as of 
Divine Revelation, becauſe we can- 
not comprehend the manner of it ; 
eſpecially when it relates to the Divine 
Eſſence. For as the ſame Author ob- 


ſerves, © Our Idea of God is 33, 34, 


& framed from the Complex Ideas 35 
« of thoſe Perfettions we find in 
<« our ſelves, but inlarging them 
« fo, as to make them ſuitable to 
« an infinite Being, as Knowledge, 
© Power, Duration, &c. And 


« the Degrees or Extent of theſe $. 36. 


& which we aſcribe to the Sove- 
« reign Being, are all-boundleſs 
« and infinite. For it is Infinity, 
F 2 which 
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( 50 ) 


© which joined to our Ideas of 
© Exiſtence, Power, Know- 
<« ledge, &sc. makes that Complex 
<« Tdea, whereby we repreſent to 
<*© our ſelves the beſt we can, the 
** ſupreme Being. 


Now, when our knowledge of groſs 
material Subſtances is ſo dark ; when 
the Notion of ſpiritual Subſtances is 
above all Ideas of Senſation ; when 
the hizher any Subſt ance 1s, the more 
remote from our Kpowledge ; but 
eſpecially when the very Idea of a ſu- 
prenie Being, implies its being Infinite 
and Incomprehenſible; I know not whe- 
ther it argues more Stupidity or Arro- 
2ance, to expoſe a Dottrin relating 
to the Divine Eſſence, becauſe they 


* CaO! comprehend the manner of it 


But of this more afterwards, I am 
yet apo the Certainty of our Reaſon, 
from clear aud diſtinit Ideas : And if 
we can attain to Certainty without 
them, and where it is confeſſed we can- 
not have them, as about Subſtance ; 
then theſe cannot be the ſole Matter 
ana Foundation of our Reaſoning, 
which 


Fo} 7 F 


which « peremPptorily aſſerted by this 
late Author. | 


Here, after having argued, That 
notwithſtanding what I ſay about 
our Idea of a Spirit, *tts i7po//zble, 
from our Ideas, to, determine whet ver 
that Spirit in us be a material Snib- 
ſtance or no, your Lordſ|ip con- 
cludes the Paragraph thus : Az zs 
not this an admirable way to bring ws 
to a Certainty of Reaſon * | 


I Anſwer; I think it is a way 70 
bring us to a Certainty in theſc 
Things which I have offer'd as 
certain, but I never thought it a 
way to Certainty, where we can- 
not reach Certazzty ; nor ſhall-I 
think the worſe of it, 1f your 
Lordſhip ſhould inſtance in a hun- 
dred other things, as well as the 
immateriality of the Spirit in us, 
wherein this way Goes not 6:28 zs 
to a Certainty ; unlels, at rhe fame 
time, your Lordſhip ſhall ſhew 
us another. waz that will bring us to 
Certatnty 1n thoſe Points, wherein 
F 4 this 


y. 24% 


( 82 ) 

this way of Ideas failed. If your 
Lordſhip, or any Body elſe, will 
ſhew me a better way to Certainty 
in them, Iam ready to learn, and 
will lay by that of Ideas. 'The 
way of Ideas will not, from Philo- 
ſophy, afford us a Demonſtration, 
that the thinking Subſtance 1n us 
is immaterial. Whereupon your 
Lordſhip asks, And i not this a 
admirable way to bring us to a Cer- 
tainty of Reaſon ? The way of Arga- 
2ent which your Lord{hip oppoſes 
to the way of Ideas, will, I humbly 
conceive, from Philoſophy, as little 
afford us a Demonſtration , that 
the thinking Subſtance in us is 
immaterial. Whereupon , may 
not any one hkewiſe ask, And 


_ not this an admirable way to bring us 


to a Certainty of Reaſon? Is any 
way, T beſech your Lordſhip, to 
be condemned. as an ll way to 
bring us to Certaznty, demonitrative 
Certainty, becauſe it brings us not 
toitin a Point where Reaſon can- 
not attain to ſuch Certainty ? 
Alzebra 18 a way to bring us to Cer- 
= tainty 


" 49) 
tainty in Mathematicks ; but muſt 
it be preſently condemn'd as an ill 
way, becauſe there are ſome Que- 
ftions in Mathematicks, which a 
Man cannot come to Certainty 1n 
by the way of Algebra ? 


In Page 247: after having fet 
down feveral Confeſſions of mine, 
of the ſhortneſs of Humane Under- 
{tanding, your Lordſhip adds thefe 
Words; I appeal now to the Reaſon 
of Mankind, whether it can be any 
reaſonable Foundation for rejecting a 
Dottrin propoſed to us as of Divine 
Revelation, becauſe we cannot compre- 
hend the manner of it ; eſpecially when 
tt relates to the Divine Eſſence. And 
E beſeech you, my Lord, where 
did I ever fay fo, or any think like 
it? And yet it is umpoſlible for any 
Reader bur to imagine, that that 
Propoſition which your Lordihip 
appeals to the Reaſon of Mankind 
againft, is a Propofition of mine, 
which your Lordſhip is confnting 
out of Confeſſions of my own, great 
Numbers whereof ftand quoted 
F 4 out 


( 84 ) 
out of my Eſſay, in ſeveral Pages 
of your Lordſhips Book, both be- 
fore and after this your Lordſhips 
Appeal to the Reaſon of Mankind. 
And now I muſt appeal to your 
Lordſhip, Whether you find any 
ſuch Propoſition in my Book ? If 
your Lordſhip does not, I too 
muſt then appeal to the Reaſon of 
Mankind, Whether it be reaſon- 
able for your Lordſhip to bring ſo 
many Corfeſtous out of my Book, 
to: confute a Propoſition that 1s no 
where.in'1t? There is, no doubt, 
Reaſon for it ; which ſince your 
Lordſhip does not, that I ſee, de- 
Clare, and I have not Wit enough 
to diſcover, I {hall therefore leave 
to the Reaſon of Mankind to find 
Our. | | | 

Your Lordſhip has, in this part 
of your Diſcourſe, {poke very 

P. 243. much of Reaſon; as, Is not this ax 

| admirable way to bring us to a Cer- 

P, 244. fainty of Reaſon? And therefore it is 

| a vain thinz in any to pretend, That 
all our Reaſon and Certainty is found- 


/ 03 3 
ed on clear and diſtintt Ideas. I ap- 
peal now to the Reaſon of Mankind. 
1 am yet upon the Certainty of our F- 245+ 
Reaſon. The Certainty is not placed p, 246. 
in the Idea, but in good and ſound P. 250. 
Reaſon. Allowing the Argument toy, _ 9h; 
be gooa, yet it is not taken from the 
Idea , but from Principles of true 
Reaſon. 7 - | 


What your Lordſhip ſays at the 
beginning of this Chapter, in theſe 
Words, We mu#t conſider what we p. 230. 
underſtand by Reaſon, made me 
hope I ſhould here find what your 
Lordſhip «nderſtands by Reaſon ex- 
plained, that ſo T might rectifie 
my Notion of it, and {o might be 
able to avoid the Obſcurity and 
Confuſion which very much per- 
plex moſt of the Diſcourſes, where- 
in it 1s "appealed to or from as 
Judge. But notwithſtanding the 
Explication I flattered my ſelf with 
the hopes of, from what I thought 
your Lordſhip had promiſed, TI 
find no other account of Reaſoz, 
but in Quotations out of others, 
U | which 


P, 246, 


( 36 ) 
which your Lordſhip juſtly 
blames. Had I been ſo happy as 
to have been-inlightened 1n this 
Point by your Lordſ{hips learned 
Pen, ſo as to have ſeen diſtinctly 
what your Lordſhip anderftands by 
Reaſon, T ſhould poſſibly have ex- 
cuſed my felf from giving your 
Lord{hip the trouble of theſe Pa- 
pers, and heen able to have per- 
ceived, without applying my ſelf 
any farther to your Lord{hip, how 
ſo much of my Eſſay came into a 
Chapter, which was deſigned to 
anfwer Objections againit the T11- 
i, in point of Reaſon. It fol- 
OWS, 


But I go yet farther: And as T 
have already (hewed, we can have 30 


—Certainty of an immaterial Sub(tance 


within us, from theſe ſumple Ideas ; 
fo T (ball Z [hew, ATA ; can be 
no ſuſfcient Evidence brought from 
them, by their own C ſs, COR 
cerning the Exiſtence of the mot ſpi- 
ritual and infinite Subſtance, even 
God himſelf. And then your _ 

; hip 


(97) 
ſhip goes on to give an Account 
of my Proof of a God ; which 


your Lordſhip cloſes with theſe 
Words. 


That which TI deſign is to ſhew, 
That the Certainty of it is not placed 
upon any clear and diſt init Ideas, but 
wpon the force of Reaſon diſtini? 
from it ; which was the thing I in- 
tended to prove. 


If this be the thing your Lordſhip 
deſigned, T am then at a loſs who 


P. 252. 


your Lordſhip deſigr'd it againſt; . 


for I do not remember that I have 
any where ſaid, That we could 
not be convinced by Reafon of any 
Truth, but whereall the 14225 con- 
cerned in that Conviction, were 
clear and aiſtinit ; tor Knowledge 
and Certainty, in my. Opinion, 
lies in the Perception of the agree- 
ment or diſagreement of Ideas, 
ſuch as they are, and not always 
in having perfectly clear and di- 
{tinct Ideas. Though thoſeT muſt 
own, the clearer and more diſtinct 


they 
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they are, contribute very much to 
our more clear and diſtinct Rea- 
ſoning and Diſcourſing about 
them. But yet in ſome Caſes we 
may have Certainty about obſcure 
Ideas; v. g. by the clear Idea of 
Thinking 19 me, TI find the Agree- 
ment of the clear Idea of Ex:/texce, 
and the obſcure Idea of a Subſtance 
in me, becauſe I perceive the ne- 
cellary Agreement of Thinking , 
and the relative Idea of a Support ; 
which Support , without having 
any clear and diſtinct Idea of what 
1t 1s, beyond this relative one of a 


 Sapport, Icall Sybſtazce, 


Tf your Lordſhip tended this 
again{t another who has ſaid, clear 
and diſtinit Ineas are the ſole Matter 


— and Foundation of all our Reaſoning ; 


it ſeems very ſtrange to me, that 
your Lordſhip ſhould iztend it 


_ againſt one, and quote only the 


Words of another. For above Ten 
Pages before, your Lordſhip had 
quoted nothing but my Book ; and 
in the immediate preceding Para- 


graph 


(39 ) 
graph bring a large Quotation 
out of the 1oth Se&t. of the 1oth | 
Chapter of my 4th Book; of | 
which your Lordſhip ſays, This 7s P. 251. 
the Subſtance of the Argument uſed, 
to prove 4n infinite, ſpiritual Being, 
which I am far from weakning the 
force of ; but that which I deſign us to. 
ſhew, That the Certainty of it is not 
placed upon clear and diſtintt Ideas. 
Whom now, T beſeech your Lord- 
ſhip, can this be underſtood to be 
intended againſt, but me ? For 
how can my uling an Argument, 
whoſe Certainty is not placed upon 
clear and diſtinit Ideas, prove any 
thing againſt another Man who 
ſays, That clear and diſtinit Ideas 
are the ſole Matter and Foundation of 
ail our Reaſoning? This proves 0n- 
ly againſt him that uſes the Argu- 
ment ; and therefore either I muſt 
be ſuppoſed here to hold, That 
clear and diſtinct Ideas are the ſole 
Matter and Foundation of all our 
Reaſoning, (which I do not re- 
member that TI ever ſaid) or elſe 
that your Lordſhip here proves 
again{t no Body. 


| 
' 
| 
| 
- 
ii 
= 


But 
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But though T do not remember 
that I have any where ſaid, That 
clear and diſtinit Ideas are the ſole 
Matter and Foundation of all our 
Reaſoning ; yet I do own, That 
ſimple Ideas are the Foundations 
of all our Knowledge, if that be it 
which your Lordſhip queſtions : 
And thereforeT muſt think my ſelf 
concerned in what your Lordſhip 
fays in this very place, p. 246. in 
theſe Words, 1 [ball zow ſhew, that 
there can be no ſufficient Evidence 
brought from theſe ſimple Ideas, by 
THEIR own Confeſſion concerning 
the Exiſtence of God himſelf. 


This being ſpoken in the Plural 
Number, cannot be underſtood to 
be meant of the Author of Chr:- 
 ftianity not Myſterious, and no Body 
elſe: And whocan any Reader rea- 
ſonably apply it to, but the Au- 
thor of The Eſſay of Humane Under 
- ſtanding, {ince beſides that it ſtands 
in the midſt of a great many Quo- 
tations out of that Book, without 
any other Perſon being named, or 

| any 
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any ones Words but mine quoted ? 
My Proof alone of a Deity is 
brought out of that Book, to make 
ood what your Lordſhip here 
| : and no Body elſe is any 
where mentioned or quoted con- 
cerning It. 


The ſame way of ſpeaking of 
the Perſons you are arguing againſt 
in the Plural Number, your Lord- 
{hip uſes in other places ; as, Which v. 238. 
THEY may call a Complication of 
fimple Ideas, if T HEY pleaſe. 


We do wot exvy THESE Pre- p. 240; 
tenders to Reaſon ; but metbinks 
T HET (ſhould not at the ſame time 
«aſſert the abſolute neceſſity of theſe 
Ideas to our Knowledge, and declare 
chat we may have certain Knowledge 
without them, And all along in 
that Page THEY. And in the 
very .next Page my Words being 
quoted, your Lord{hip asks, How p, 241. 
that can be, when the ſame P E R- 
. SONS ſay, That notwithſtanding 
THEIR Ideas, it is poſſible for 
| Mat- 


P. 240» 
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Matter to think. So that T do not 
fee how I can exempt my ſelf 
from being meant to be one of 
thoſe Pretenders to Reaſon, where- 
with we can be certain without 
any Foundationof Reaſon ; which 
your Lordſhip, in the immediate 
foregoing Page does not envy for 
this new ſort of Certainty, How 
can it be underſtood but that I am 
one of thoſe Perſons, That at the 
ſame time aſſert the abſolute neceſſity 
of theſe Ideas to our Kpowleage, and 
declare that we may have certain 
Kyowledge without them? "Tho? your 
Lordſhip very civilly ſays, p. 239. 
That you mu#t do that right to the In- . 
genious Author of The Effay of 
Humane Underſtanding ( from 


_whexce theſe Notions are borrowed, to 


ſerve other Purpoſes than he intended 
them) that, &c. yet, methinks, 
it 1s the Author himſelf, and his 
Uſe of theſe Notions , that 1s 
blamed and argued againft ; but 
ftill in the Plural Number, which 
he confeſſes himſelf not to under- 
ſtand. 

My 
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My Lord, if your Lordſhip cant 
ſhew me where I pretend to Rea- 
ſon or Certainty, without any 
Foundation of Reaſon ; or where 
it 1s I aſſert the abſolute neceſfity 
of any Ideas to our Knowledge, 
and declare that we may have cer- 
tain Knowledge without them ; 
your Lordſhip will do mea great 
Favour ; for this T grant 1s 4 zew 
ſort of Certainty which I long to be 
rid of, andto diſown to the World. 
But truly, my Lord, as 1 pretend 
to 20 new ſort of Certainty, butjuſt 
ſuch as Humane Underſtanding was 
poſſeſſed of before I was born ; 
and ſhould be glad I could get 
more out of the Books and Wrr+- 
tings that come abroad in my Days. 
So, my Lord, 1t I have any where 
pretended to any new ſort of Certainty, 
I beſeech your Lordſhip ſhew me 
the place, that I may correct the 
Vanity of it, and unfſay it to the 
World. 


Again, your Lordſhip ſays thus, 


I know not whether it argues more Stu- P, 246, 


G pidzty 
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pidity or Arrogance» to expoſe a Do- 
aFrint relating to the Divine Eſſepcce, 
becanſe T HEY cannot comprehen# 
the manHer of it. | 


Here, my Lord, 1 find the ſame 
THEY again, which ſbine Pages 
back; evidently involved me ; and 
fitice that you have riarhed no Body 
beſides me, nor alletged any 
Botlies Writings but. mine ; give 
me leave, therefore, to ask your 
Lordſhip, Whether T1 am one of 
theſe T HEY here alſo, that] 
may know whether I am concerned 
to anſwer for my felf? I am 
aſhamed to importune your Lord- 
ſhip ſo often about the fame Mat- 
ter ; but I meet with ſo many 
places in your Lordſhips (I had al- 
moſt ſaid zew) way of Writing, 
that put me toa ſtand, not know- 
ins whether I am meant or no, 
that Iam at a loſs whether I ſhould 
clear my ſelf from what poſſibly 
your Lord{hip does not lay to my 
Charge, and yet the Reader, 
thinking it meant of me, ſhould 

CON- 


EL. 2 
conclude that to be in my Book 


which is not there, and which I 
utterly diſown. 


Though Icannorbe joined with 
thaſe who expoſe a Dottrin relating P. 246. 
to the Djvine Eſſence, becauſe they 
cannot comprehend the manner of it ; 
unleſs your Lordſhip can ſhew 
where I have ſo expoſed 1t, which 
I deny that I have any where done ; 
yet your Lordſhip, before you 
come to the bottom of the ſame 
Page, has theſe Words, I ſhall zow p. 245. 
ſhew, that there can be no ſufficient 
Evidence brought from them, by 
THEIR own Confeſſion concerning 
the Exiſtence of the mot ſpiritual 
ang infinite Subſt ance, even God hjms 


falf 


If your Lordſhip did mean me 
in that THEY which 1s ſome 
Lines backwards, I muſt com- 
plain to your Lordſhip that you 
have done me an Injury, im 1m- 
puting that. to me which I have 
not done. Ard if THEIR 
G 2 hers 
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here were not meant by your 
Lordſhip to relate to the ſame Per- 
ſons, I ask by what ſhall the 
Reader diſtinguiſh them ? And 
how ſhall any Body know who 
it is your Lordſhip means ? For 
that T am comprehended here 1s 
apparent, by your quoting my 
Efſay in the very next Words , 
and arguing againſt it in the fol- 
lowing Pages. 


I enter not here into your Lord- 
ſhips Argument ; that which Iam 
now conſidering is your Lordihips 
peculiar way of Writing 1n this 
part "of your "Treatiſe , which 
makes me often in a Doubt whe- 
ther the Reader will not condemn 
my Book upon your Lordſhips 
Authority, where he thinks me 
concerned, 1f I fay nothing ; and 
yet your Lordſhip may look upon 
my Petence as ſuperfluous, when 
1 did not hold what yourLordſhip 
argued againit, 


| But to go on with your 
Lord{hips Argument, your 
Lord- 
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Lordſhip ſays, 7 ſhall wow ſhew that P. 2.6. 


there car he uo ſufficient Emidence 
brought from ſimple Ideas by their 
ovn Confeſſion, concerntus the Exi- 
ftence of the mos# ſpiritual aud infi- 
nite Subſtance, even God himſelf. ' 


Your Lordſ{hips way of proving 

It, is this. Your Lordfhip fays, 

IWe are told, Book iv. Chap. 

Io. Sect. 1. © That the Evidence 

* of it 1s equal to Mathemarical 

” Certainty ; and Very 200d Argu- 

ments are brought to it, in a Chapter 

on purpoſe : But that which T take no- 
tite of, is, that the Argument,. from 
the clear ana diftinis Idea of God, 
paſſed. ,over.. Suppoling all this to 
be ſo., your Lord{hip methinks, 

with Submiſſion , does not prove 
the Propoſition/ you undertook, 
which was this; There can be 'no 
ſufficient Evidence brought from ſim- 
ple Ideas, by thetr owns Confelſron con- 
cerning 4. e, to prove} the Ext- 
ſtence of a God, ForifTI did in 
that Chapter, as your Lordſhip 
ſays, Paſs over the Proof from the 


UW} clear 
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 tlear ad aiſtintt Jadea of God, that 
I preſume 1s no Confeſſzor that there 
can be no ſufficient Evidence brought 
from clear azd diſtin Ideas, much 
leſs from / ſimple Ideas, con cerning the 
Exiſtence of a Gad ; becauſe the 
uſing of one Argument brought 
from one Foundation, is no 'Con- 
felion that there is not another 
Principle or Foandation. But, my 
my Lord, TI ſhall not inſiſt 1 upon 
this, whether it be a Confeſſion or 
no. 


Leaving Confeſſion out of the 
Propoſition , TI humbly conceive 
your Lordſhips Argument does 
not prove. Your Lordſhips Pro- 
poſition to be proved, 1s, There can 
be no ſufficient Evitlence broug ht from 
ſimple Ideas to prove the Exiſtence 
of a God; and your Lordſhips 
Reaſon is, becaufe the Aromment 
from the CLEAR AND D1- 
STINCT IDEA OF GOD, 
5s omitted in way proof of 'a God. 
T will ſuppoſe, for the Are 
ing your Lordſhips Reafohintg ih 

the 
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the Cale; that I had-daid (which 1 
am far enough from: {aying) That 


there was no.other Argument :o 
prove the Exiftence @af .God; hut 


what 1:Hhad uſed/n' tat Chapter ; 
yet, my-Lord, with-all this, your 
I ondihips Arguineat, 1 humbly 
concewve;;, would not hold ;; for-T 
might bring -Rvidence from fiinple 
Zdexs, though I brought none from 
the . Jaes of (Goa:; for the Idea we 
have of God is @ complex and.no 
- Tea. -So that the Terms 
being changed from ſizple Tdeas, to 


a cleay' and: diftinit ,complex Iazs of 


God, the: Propolitioa which was 
pndertaken tO be RY fee M50 
me unproved.-.- 32 | 


Your Lordffiver next © Wordsal ace, 
How can this be conſiſtent with dex P 
auoing our Certainty. of Kouleag e 
Foun ear anti (; ff we: Teas? A 


Hers! your Lordſhip joins: FRA 
thing. that is-- -mine,  with-ſome- 
thing that-is not mine.” T-doſay, 
That allour Knowledge-is founded 
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in ſimple Ideas; but I do not; fay, 
it is all deduced from clear Ideas ; 
much leſs that, we cannot have 
any certaiz Knowledge of the Exi- 
ſtence of any thing, whereof we 


have not: a clear; diſtinEt, -com- 


plex Idea ; or, that. the complex 
Idea muſt be clear' enough to. be in 
its ſelf the Evidence: of the Exi- 
ſence of that thing ; which ſeems 
to be, your... Lordſhips meaning 
here. Our:--Knowledge 1s.; all 
founded on :ſiwple-Ideas,.as T-have 


before: explained , though not al- 


ways about: fimple.. Ideas.,z:. far'we 


may know the,;T'xuth;of,. Propoſi- 
tions which include comp/tx; Ideas, 
and thoſe complex.” Iideas;:; may 
not always be perfectly clear 
Ideas. I TR. 


. -In the remaining part of this 
Page, it follows; Ido ot go" about 
to jajtifie thoſe who lay the whole 
Streſs upon the Foundation ;- which 


T grant to: be tgo'weak to fupport ſo 


important a Trath ; and that thoſe 
are very much 19 blame who go about 
NE Te er oe 
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to invalidate other Arguments for 
the fake of that ; but I doubt all 
that talk about clear and diultinCt 
Ideas being made the Foundation 
of Certainty, came originally from 
theſe Diſcourſes or Meditations, which 
are aimed at. The Author of them 
was an ingenious thinking Man, and 
he endeavoared to lay the Foundation 
of Certainty, as well as he could. The 
firſt Thing he found any Certainty in, 
was his own Exiſtence; which. he 
founded upon the Perceptions of the 
Atts of his Mind, , which ſome call an 
internal, infallible Perception that we 
are. From hence he proceeded to en- 
quire, How we .came by this Certain- 
ty? Andhe reſolved it into this, That 
he had a clear and diſtinct Perception 
of it ; and from hence he formed this 
general Rule, That what he had a 
clear and dijtintt Perception 9; WAS 
true. Which in_ Reaſon ought ts go 
0 farther, than where there is the 
like degree of Evidence. | | 


This Account which your Lord- 
ſtup giyes here, what it was where- 
2. in 
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in Deſcartes aid the Foundation 
of 'Certainty, containing nothing 
in to ſhew what your Lordſhip 

here; viz. - That there can 
tes P20 fuficient Evidence brought From: 
Ideas, by my own Confeſſion concern- 
ins te Exiftence of Gol himelf. 
I willingly exenſe my felf from 
troubling your T,ordfhip concern- 
ing it, only I crave leave to make 
my Acknowledgment to your 
Lordfhtp, for what you are pleal- 
ed, by -the way, +0 drop 1n theſe 
Words; Bat f doubt - all this Falk 
about clear and diſtintt Jeas be- 
ing male the Fountation of\Certainty, 
came Originally from theſe Diſcomſes 
or Meditations, which are aimed at. 


By the Quimeiens 5 1 your 
Lordſhips immediately preceding 
Words «taken out of my Ellay, 
which relate -to that /mgernions , 
thinking Author , as _ as by 
what in your. following Words 4s 
ſaid of his founding Certainty 3 
his 1own Extiſtense , It is. harll to 
avoid thuiking:- that - -YOUr ow 

Ip 


« 
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ſhip means, that T borrowed from 
tnm my N ations concerning Cey- 
muaty. And your Lordſhip is fo 
great a Man, andevery way © 
far above my Meannek, that it can- 
not be ſuppoſed thit. your Lord- 
ſhip intended this for any thing 
but a Commendation of me tothe 
World, as the Scholar of ſo great 
a Mater. Bur though T muttal 
WAYE acknowledge to that jultly 
admired Gentleman , the . great 
Obligation of my firſt Deliverance 
from- the unintelligible way of 
talking of the Pljloſophy in uſe m 
the Schools in His tirne, yer Tam 
fo far 'from entirling his Writt 
to any of the Frrors or Impetfe- 
ions which 'are to be found tn 
my Eftty, as. deriving their Or#2#- 
pa! from him, that 1 mrft own 
to your Lordſhip they were'{pun 
barely out of my :own Thoughts, 
refleing as wellas T cortld onrttiy 
own Mind, and the Teas T hatl 
thete,-ahd Swere'not, that T know, 
derived From | ty other Original. 
But, 'pofſibly, T zl this while aſ- 


{ume 
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ſume to my ſelf an Honour which 
your Lordſhip did not intend to 
me by this Intimation ; for tho? 
what goes before and after, ſeems 
to appropriate thoſe Words to me, 
yet ſome , part of them brings me 
under my uſuat Doubt, whuch I 
ſhall remain under till I know 
whom theſe Words:, viz. This 
Talk about clear and diftini# Ideas be- 

ing made the F, oundation of C my, 


belong =.- 


. The remaining part of this Pa 
ragraph_ contains a Diſcourſe of 


your Lordſhips upon - Deſs eartes's 
general Rule of,Certainty, i1n theſe 
Words; For the Certainty. here was 
rot i grounded ou the clearneſs of the 
Perception, hut. oz 'the plainnsſs. of 
the Evideace; which is of that nature, 

that the very doubting of. it proves 
it; ſince it ts. impoſſible, that any thing 
ſhould doubt or queſtion its own Be- 
ing; that had. it. nat. So that. here 
it is not the. clear nels of the Idea, 

bat a immediate, At AX of Perception 


which 7s the true Ground of Certainty. 
And 


Hy 
Anda this cannot extend to things 
withoat our ſelves, of which we cax 
have no other Perception, than what 
z5 cauſed by the. Impreſſions of outward 
Objects. But whether we are to jugee 
according to theſe Impreſſions, doth not 
depend on the Ideas themſelves, but 
upon the exerciſe of our Judgment 
and Reaſon about them, which put the 
difference between true and falſe, and 
adequate and inadequate Ideas. So 
that our Certainty is not from the 
Ideas themſelves, but from the Evi- 
dence of Reaſon, that thoſe Ideas are 
true and / a#t, and conſequently that 
we may build our Certainty upon 
them. 


Granting all this to be ſo, yetT 
mult confeſs, my Lord, I do not 
ſee how 1t any ways tends to ſhew 
either your Lordſhips Proof or my 
 Confeſſon , that my Proof of an 
infinite, ſpiritual Being, is not placed 
upon Ideas, which 15 what your 
Lordſhip profeſſes to be your De- 
gn here. 


But 
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| But though we are not yet come 
to your Lordſhips proof, That 
the Certaizty in my proof. of a 
Deity is not placed on Ideas, yet 
F'crave leave to conſider what your 
Lordſhip ſays here concerning 
Certainty, about which one cannot. 
_—y too many Thoughts to 
find wherein it is placed. Your 
Lordſhip ſays, That Deſcartes's 
Certainty was not grounded on the 
clearneſs of the Perception , but on 
the plainneſs of the Evidence, And 4 
little lower, Here (7. e.in Deſcartes's 
Foundation of Certainty) z# zs zot 
the clearneſs of the Idea, but an im- 
mediate Aft of Percepton, on which is 
the true Ground of Certainty. And 
a little lower, That in things with- 
out us, our Certainty 7s not from the 
....* Tdeas, but from the Evidence of Rea- 
= fon that thoſe Iatas are true and 

ntl Just. 


Your Lordſhip, I hope, will 
pardon my Dulneſs, if after your 
Lordſhip has placed the Grounds 
of Certainty of -our own Exi- 

ſtence, 
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ſtence, ſometimes iz the plainneſs of p , 18. 


the Evidence, in oppoſition to fhe 
clearneſs of the Perception ; {ortte- 
times 1n the 7medzate Aft of Per- 
ception, 1n oppolition-ts the clearneſs 
w; the Idea, and the Certainty of 
other things without us, #7 the 
Evidence of Reaſon that theſe Ideas 
are true and juit, 1h oppoſition ts 
the Ideas themſelves, T know not, 
by theſe Rules, wherein to place 
Certaizty ; and therefore ſtick to 
my own plain way, by Ideas, de- 


livered in theſe Words, © Where- g, ,. c. 4. 
« ever we perceive the Agreement $. 18. 


« or Diſagreement of any of our 
« Jdeas , there is cert4iz Know- 
« ledpe; and where-ever we are 
<« {ure thoſe Ideas agree with the 
« reality of Things, there is cer- 
&«& tain real Kponledge. Of which 
«© Agreement of our Ideas with 
«the reality of Things, I think I 
« have ſhewn wherein it is that 
« Certainty, real Certainty, conſiſts. 
Whereof more may be ſeen 1n 
Chap. 6. in which, it your Lord- 
ſhip find any Miſtakes, I ſhall 


take 
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take it as a great Honour to be ſet 
right by you. Loh 


Your Lordſhip, as far as I can 
gueſs your Meaning (for I muſt 
own I do not clearly comprehend 
it) ſeems to me, in the foregoing 
Paſſage, to oppoſe this Aſſertion, 
That the Certaznty of the Being of 
any Thing, might be made out 
from the Idea of that Thing. 'Tru- 
ly, my Lord, Iam fo far from fay- 
ing (or thinking) ſo, that I never 
knew any one of that Mind but 
Deſcartes, and ſome that have fol- 
lowed him in his Proof of a God, 
trom the Idea which we have of 
God in us; which I was fo far 
from thinking a ſufficient Ground 
of Certainty, that your Lordſhip 
makes uſe of my denying or 
doubting of it, againſt me, as we 
{hall ſee in the following Words, 


P. 246. 


But the Idea of an infinite Being 
has this peculiar to it, that neceſſary 
Exiſtence 5s implyd in it. This is # 

clear 


on Ye, So. ch | 
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clear and diſtin&t Idea, and yet zt is 
denied that this doth prove the Exi- 
ſtence of God. How then can the 
Grounds of our Certainty ariſe from 
clear and diſtinct Ideas, whey 7x2 0ze 
of the cleareit Ideas of our Minds, 
we can come to no Certainty by 
2 e 


Your Lordſhips Proof here, as 
far as I comprehend it, ſeems to 
be, that it is confeſs'd, That Cer- 
tainty does not ariſe from clear and 
diſtintt Ideas, becauſe it is denied 
that the clear and diſtinit Ideas of an 
infinite Being, that implies neceſſary 
Exiſtence in it, does prove the Ex1- 


| ſlence of a God. 


Here your Lordſhip ſays z « 
denicd ; and in five Lines after you 
recal that Saying , and uſe theſe 
Words, 1 do not ſay that it # denied, 
to prove it: Which of theſe two 
Sayings of your Lordſ{hips muſt I 
now anſwer too? It your Lord- 
ſhip fays it # denied, T fear that 
will not hold to be ſoin Matter 

H of 
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of Fact, which made your Lord- 
ſhip unſay it ; though that being 
moſt to your Lord\{hips purpoſe, 
occaſioned, I ſuppoſe, its drop- 
ping from your Pen. For if it be 
not denied, I think the whole 
Force of your Lordſhips Argu- 
ment fails. But your Lordſhip 
helps that out as well as the thin 

will bear, by the Words that fol: 
low in the Sentence, which alto- 
gether ſtands thus ; I do zot ſay,that 
it ts denied, to prove it ; but this us 


ſaid that it is a doubtful thing , 


« from the different make of Mens 
« 'Tempers, and application of 
« their Thoughts. M/hat car this 
mean, unleſs it be to lot us know that 
ever clear and diſtinct Ideas may 
loſe their effect, by the difference of 
Mens Tempers and Studies ? So that 
beſides Ideas, in order to 4a right 

udgment, a aue Temper and appli- 
cation of the Mind i required. 


If I meant in thoſe Words of 
mine, quoted here by your Lord- 
{hip, juſt as your Lordſhip con- 

cludes 


( 11 ) 
cludes they mean, I know not 
why I ſhould be aſhamed of it ; 
for I never thought that Ideas , 
even the moſt clear and aiftinit , 
would make Men certain of what 
might be demonſtrated from them, 
unleſs they were of a Temper to 
conſider, and would apply their 
Minds to them. There are no 
Ideas more clear and diſtintt than 
thoſe of Numbers, and yet there 
are a thouſand Demonſtrations con- 
cerning Numbers, which Millions 
of Men do not know , (and fo 
| have not the Certainty about them 
they might have) for want of 4p- 
plication. 


I could not avoid here to take 
this to my Self: For this Paſſage 
of your Lordſhips is pinned down 
upon me ſo cloſe, by your Lord- 
{hips citing the 7th Sect. of the 
oth .Chaprter of my 4th Book, 
that I am forced here to anſwer 
for my felf ; which I ſhall do, 
after having firſt ſet down my 
Words, as they itand in the Place 

H 2 quoted 


( 112 ) 

4 10. quoted by your Lordſhip... © How 
'7- © far the Idea of a moſt perfect 
Being, whicha Man may frame 
ia his Mind, does or does not 
prove the exiſtence of a God, 
I will not here Examine. For 
« 1n the different make of Mens 
«< Tempers and application of their 
< Thoughts, ſome Arguments pre- 
« yail more on one, and {ome on 
& another, for the Confirmation 
< of the ſame "Truth. But yet, 1 
<«< think, this I may ſay, That it 
« 15 an ill way of eſtabliſhing this 
<« Truth, and filencing Atheiſts, to 
& lay the whole ſtreſs of fo impor- 
« tant a Point, as this, upon that 
&* fole Foundation , and take ſome 
* Mens having that Idea of God 
« in their Minds (for *tis evident, 
* {ome Men have none, and ſome 
« a worle than none, and the moſt F 
very different) tor the only Proof 
of a Deity ; and out of anover- | 

fondneſs of that Darling-Inven- 

tion, caſhier, or at leaſt endea- 

* vour to invalidate all other Ar- 

** guments, and forbid us to hear- 

<« ken 
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( 113 ) 
# ken to thoſe Proofs, as being 
weak, or fallactous, which our 
* own Exiſtence, and the ſenſible 
* Parts of the Univerſe, offer {fo 
clearly and cogently to our 
Thoughts, that I deem it im- 
*© poflible for a conſidering Man 


- * to withſtand them. For Ljudge 


it as certain and clear a Truth, 
as can any where be delivered, 


« That the inviſtble "Things of 


** God are clearly feen from the 
* Creation of the World, being 
* underitood by the Things that 
* are made, even his Eternal Pow- 
«< er and God-head. 


The meaning of which Words 


of mine, were not to deny that 


the Idea of a moſt periect Being 
doth prove a God, but to blame 
thoſe who take it for the ozly Proof 
and indeavonr to invalidate all others, 
For the Belief of a God being, as 
I ſay in the ſame Section, the Foun- 
dation of all Religion and genuine 
Morality, I thought no Arguments 
that are made uſe of to work thg 
H 3 per- 
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( 114 ) 

erſwaſion of a God into Mens 
Minds , ſhould be' invalidated : 
And the Reaſon I give why a 
ſhould all be left to their full 
Strength, and none of them re- 
jetted as unfit to be hearken'd to, 
is this. Becauſe © in the different 
* make of Mens FTempers and ap- 
« plication of their Thoughts , 
* ſome Arguments prevail more 
* on one, and ſome on another, 
* for the Confirmation of the ſame 
* Truth. So that my Meaning 
here was not as your Lordſhip ſup- 
poſes, to ground Certainty on the 
different make of: Mens T empers, and 
application of their Thoughts, 1n 0 
poſition to clear and. aiſtinit Ideas, 
as 1s very evident from my Words ; 
but to ſhew of what ill Conſe- 
quence 1t 15, to gO about to inva- 
lidate any Arzamert, which hath 
a tendency to ſettle the Belief of 
a God in any ones Mind ; becauſe 
in the difference of Mens Tempers 
and Application, ſome Arguments 
prevail more on one, and ſome 
on another ; So that I Speaking of 
4 | Belief, 


BOSE oo SS 3. td 


009) 
Belief, and your Lordſhip, as I 
take it, ſpeaking in that place of 
Certainty, nothing can (I crave 
leave to ſay) be inferr*d from theſe 
Words of mine to your Lordſhips - 
purpoſe. And that TI meafgs, Be- 
lief, and not Certainty, is evident 
trom hence, That I look upon the 
Argument there ſpoke of, as not 
concluſive, and ſo not able to pro- 
duce Certainty in any one, though 
I did not know how far it mighr 
prevail 'on ſome Mens Per{waſi- 
ons to confirm them in the "Truth. 
And 1ince not all, nor the moſt 
of thoſe that believe a- God, are at 
the Pains, or have the Skill,. to ex- 
amine and clearly comprehend the 
Demonſtrations of his Being , 1 
was unwilling to ſhew the weak- 
neſs of the Argument there {poke 
of, ſince poſſibly by it, ſome Men 
might be confirmed in the” Be/zef of 
a God, which isenough to preſerve 
in them true Sentiments of Religi- 
on and Morality. 


Your Lordſhip hereupon asks, P- 249- 


Wherein is this different from 
7 what 
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what all Men of Underſtanding have 


Jaia? 


I Anſwer, In nothing that 1 


know ; nor did I ever, t 


hat I re- 


member, ſay that it was. Your 
Lordſhip goes on to demand, 


Why then ſhould theſe 


clear and 


ſimple Ideas be made the ſole Foun- 


dation of Reaſon ? 


T Anſwer, That I know not 2 
They mult give your Lordſhip a 


Reaſon for it, who have made 


CLEAR Ideas the ſole 


Founda- 


tion of Reaſon. Why I have made 
ſimple ones the Foundation of all 
Knowledge, I have ſhewn. Your 


Lordſhip goes on. 


P. 2492 One would think by this. 


By what, I beleech yo 
{ſhip : 


| That theſe Ideas would 


ur Lord- 


preſeatly 


fati:fc Mens Minds, if they attended 


to them, 


What 


(117) 
What thoſe Ideas are from which 
your Lordſhip wozld expett ſuch 
preſent Satisfaction, and upon what 
Grounds your Lordſhip expeQts 
it, I do not know. But this T 
will venture to ſay, That all the 
ſatisfaction Mens Mznds can have 
in their Enquiries after Truth and 
Certainty, 1s to be hadonly from 
conſidering, obſerving and rightly 
laying together of Ideas, ſo as to 


find out their Agreement or Diſ- 
agreement, and no other way. 


But I do not think Ideas have 
Truth and Certainty always fo 
ready to fſatishe the Mind 1n its 
Enquiries, that there needs no 
more to be ſatisfied, than to attend 
to them as one does to a Man, 
whom one asks a Queſtion to be 
ſatisfhed ; which your Lordſhips 
way of Expreſſion ſeems to me to 
intimate. But they muſt be conſi- 
dered well, and their Habitudes 


| examined, and where their Agree- 


ment or Diſagreement cannot be 
_ per- 


( 118 ) 


erceived by an immediate Com- 
pariſon, other Ideas muſt be found 
out to diſcover the Agreement or 
Diſagreement of thoſe under Con- 
{ideration, and then all laid in a 
due order, before the Mind can be 
ſatisfied in the Certainty of that 
Truth, which it is ſeeking after. 
_ This, my Lord, requires often a 
little more "Time and Pains, than 
attending to a Tale that is told for 
preſent Satufaition. AndI believe 
ſome of the incomparable Mr. 
Newton's wonderful Demonſtra- 
tions colt him ſo much Pains, that 
though they were all .founded in 
nothing but ſeveral Ideas of Quan- 
tity, yet thoſe Ideas did not pre- 
ſently ſatisfie his Mind, though 
they were {ſuch that with great 
application and labour of Thought, 
they were able to. ſatisfie him with 
Certainty, 1. e, produce Demon- 
ſtration. Your Lordſmip adds, 


Bat even this will wot ao as to the 
Idea of an infinite Being. 


Though 


COP 1 
Though the complex Idea for 
which the ſound God ſtands (whe- 
ther containing in it the Idea of 
neceſſary Exiſtence or no, for the 
Caſe is the ſame) will not prove 
the real Exiſtence of a Being an- 
{wering that Idea, any more than 
_ any other Idea in any ones Mind, 
will prove the. Dxifience of any 
real Being anſwering that Idea ; 
yet, I humbly conceive, it does 
not hence follow, but that there 
may be other Ideas by which the 
Being of a God may be proved. 
For no Body that I know ever 
ſaid, that every Idea would prove 
every thing, or that an Idea in 
Mens Minds would prove the Exi- 
ſtence of ſuch a real Being ; and 
therefore 1f this Idea fails to prove, 
what 1s propoſed to be proved by 
it, 1t 1s no more an Exception 
\ againſt the way of Ideas, than it 
would be an Exception againſt the 
way of a medius terminus, 1Nn ar- 
guing that ſome Body uſed one 
that did not prove. It follows, 


G 


( 120 ) 

It is pot enough to faoy THET 
will not examine how far it will 
hold; for T HET ought either to 
ſay, That it doth hold, or give up 


this Ground of Certainty from clear 
and diſtin&t Ideas. 


Here, my Lord, Iam got again 
into the Plural Number : But not 
knowing any Body but my felt 
who has uſed theſe Words which 
are ſet down out of my Eſſay, and 
which you are in this and the fore- 
going Paragraph arguing againſt, 
T am forced to beg your Lordſhip 
to let me know, who thoſe Per- 
{ons are whom your Lordſhip, 
joining with me, intitles with me 
to theſe Words of my Book ; or 
ro whom your Lordi{hip joining 
me, intitles me by theſe Words of 
mine, to what they have publ{td, 
that T may ſee how far I am an- 
{werable for them. 


Now as to the Words them- 
ſelves, viz. I will not examine how 


far 


C aS8 ) 
far the Idea propoſed does or does 
ot prove the Exiſtence of a God, 
becauſe they are mine ; and your ' 
Lordſhip excepts againſt them, and 
tells me, 1t was not enough to ſay, 
« T will not examine, &c. For T 
ought either to have ſaid, That it 
doth hold, or give up this Ground 
of Coertainty from clear and diſtini# 
Ideas, IT will anſwer as well as TI 
Can. 


I could not then, my Lord, 
well ſay, T hat that doth hotd, which 
I thought did not hold ; but I 
1imagin'd I might, without entring 
into the examer, and ſhewing the 
Weakneſs of that Argument, paſs 
it by with ſaying, I would rot exa- 
mine, and 1o left it with this 
Thought, Yaleat quantum watere 
por et. 


But though TI did this and faid 
not then, 1t wil hold, nay think 
now 2t well ot hold, yet 1 do not 
ſee how from thence I was then, 
or 


( 1929 } 

or am now under any Neceflity 
to. give up the Ground of Certainty 
from Ideas, becauſe the Ground of 
Certainty from Ideas may be right, 
though in the preſent Inſtance a 
right uſe were not made of them, 
or a right Idea was not made uſe 
of to produce the Certainty ſought. 
Ideas in Mathematicks are a ſure 
Ground of Certainty ; and yet 
every one may not make fo right 
a uſe of them, as to attain to Cer- 
tainty by them : Bur yet any ones 
failing of Certainty by them, is 
not the overturning of this Truth, 
That Certainty 1s to be had by 
them. Clear and aiſtinit I have 
omitted here to join with Ideas, 
not becauſe clear and ditinit make 
any Ideas unfit to produce Cer- 
tainty, which have all other fit- 
neſs to do it; but becauſeTI do not 
Iimit Certainty to clear and diſtin 
Ideas only, ſince there may be 
Certainty from Ideas that are not 
inall their parts perfeCtly clear and 
aiſtinct, 


Your 


(123) 

Your Lordſhip, in the follow- 
ing Paragraph, endeavours to 
ſhew, That I have not proved the 
Being of a God by Ideas ; and 
from thence, with an Argument 
not unlike the preceding, you 
conclude, That Ideas cannot be 
the Grounds of Certainty, becauſe I 
have not grounded my Proof of a 
God on Ideas. To which way of 
Argumentation I muſt crave leave 
here again to reply, That your 
Lordſhips ſuppoling, as you do, 
that there is another way to Cer- 
tainty, which 1s not that of Ideas, 
it does not prove that Certaimty may 
not be had from Ideas, becauſe I 
make uſe of that other way. This 
being premiſed, I ſhall endeavour 
to ſhew, That my Proof of a 
Deity 1s all grounded on Ideas, 
however your Lordſhip 1s pleaſed 


to call it by other Names. Your 
Lordſhips Words are, 


But inſtead of the proper Argu=P. 249. 


ment from Ideas, we are told, That 
* from 


( 124 ) 


$-6. © from the Conſideration of our 
&« ' Selves, and what we find in our 
© own Conſtitutions, our Reaſon 
& leads us to the Knowledge of 
<« this certain and evident Truth ; 
«© That there 1s an eternal, moft 
« powerful, and moſt knowing Be- 
«< ing. All which I reaaily yield; but 
we ſee plainly,the Certainty is not placed 
#1 the Idea, but in good and ſound Rea- 
ſon, from the Conſideration of 
our Selves and our Conſtitutions. 
What ! iz the Idea of our Selves? 


No certainly. 


= > 


FA 


Give me leave, my Lord, to 
ask where I ever ſaid, T hat Cer- 
tainty was placed inthe Idea, which 
your Loridſhp urges my Words 
as a Contradiftion of ? I think - 
T never ſaid ſo. 1. Becauſe I do 
not remember it. 2. Becauſe your 
Lordſhip has not quoted any place 
where I have ſaid 1o. 3. Becauſe 
T all along in my Book, which has 
the Honour to be ſo often quoted 
here by your Lordſhip, ſay the 
quite contrary. For I place Cer- 
tainty 
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ftainty where I think every Body 
will find it, and no where elſe, v:z. 
In the Perception of the Agree- 
ment or Diſagreement of Ideas ; 
{o that in my Opinton, it is im- 
poſſible to be placed in any one 


ſingle Jdea, fimple or complex. TI 
- muſt own, That I think Cer- 


tainty grounded on Ideas: And 
therefore to make your Lord{hips 
Words here, as I think they are 
meant, in oppoſition to what TI 
ſay, TI ſhall take the liberty to 
change your Lord{hips Words 
here, What ! in the Idea of our 


ſelves ? No certainly; into Words 


uſed by your Lordſhip in the fore- 
going Page, to the ſame purpoſe; 
What ! Can the Grounds of our Cer- 
tainty ariſe from the Idea of our 
ſelves? No certainly. 


To which permit me, my 
Lord ; with due reſpect to reply, 
Yes Certainly. The Certainty of 
the Being of a God in my Proof, 
is grounded 07 the Idea of our ſebves, 
as We are thinking Beings. But 

i your 


(126 ) 

your Lordſhip urges my own 
Words, which are, 'That * © from 
& the Conſideration of our ſelves, 
« and what we find in our Con- 
&« ſtitutions, our Reaſon leads us 
« to the knowledge of this cer- 
« tain and evident 'T ruth. 


My Lord, I muſt confeſs I ne- 
ver thought, That the Conſidera- 
tion of our ſelves,and what we find 
in our own Conſtitutions, excluded 
the Conſideration of the Idea 
either of Bezag or of Thinking, two 
of the Ideas that make a part of the 
complex Idea a Man has of him- 
ſelf. If Conſideration of our ſelves 
cxcludes thoſe Ideas, I may be 
charged with {peaking improper- 
ly; but *tis plain, nevertheleſs , 
that I ground the Proof of a God 
on thoſe Ideas, and I thought I 
{poke properly enough ; when 
meaning, 'That the Conſideration 
of thoſe Ideas, which our own 
Being offered us, and fo finding 
their agreement or diſagreement 
with others, we were thereby, 

"oy 


ſ 


OF 2 
/.e. by thus Reaſoning, ledd into 
the Knowledge of the Exiſtence 


of the ſirſt infinite Being, z.e. of 
God. Iexpreſled it as I did, inthe 
more familiar way of {peaking ; 


for my purpoſe, in that Chapter, 
being to make out the Knowledge 
of the Exiſtence of a God, and not 
to prove that it was by Ideas, ] 
thought it moſt proper to expreſs 
my {elf in the moſt uſual and fa- 
muliar way, to let it the eaſier into 
Mens Minds, by common Words 
and known ways of Expreſſion : 
And therefore, as I think, I have 
ſcarce uſed the word Idea 1n that 
whole Chapter, but only 1n that 
one place, where my ſpeaking 
againit laying the whole Proof on- 
ly upon: our Idea of a molt perfect 
Being, obl:ged me to it. 
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But your Lordſhip ſays, That 
in this way of coming to a certain 
Knowledge of the Being of a God, 
« from the Conſideration of our 
* ſelves, and what we find in our 
* own Conſtitutions, the Certarnty 
} 2 5 
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fs placed in good and ſound Reaſon. 
I hope ſo. But not tn the Idea. 


What your Lordſhip here means 
by not placed zz the Idea, T confeſs 
1 do not well underſtand ; but if 
your Lordſhip means that 1t 1s not 
grounded on the Ideas of Thinking 
and Exiftexce before-mentioned , 
and the comparing of them, and 
finding their Agreement or Diſ- 
agreement with other Ideas, that I 
muft take the liberty to diſſent 
from : For in this Senſe it may be 
placed in Ideas, and in good ard 
ſound Reaſon too, 1. e. in Reaſon 
rightly managing thoſe Ideas, fo 
as to produce Evidence by them. 
So that, my Lord, Imuſt own I 
{ce not the force of the Argument, 
which ſays, not iz Ideas but in 
ſound Reaſon ; ſince I ſee no ſuch 
oppoſition between them, but that 
Tdexs and ſound Reaſon may confiſt 
together. For Inſtance : When a 
Man would ſhew the Certainty of 
chis Truth, That the three Angles 
of a Triangle, are equal to two 


right 
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right ones: "The firſt thing proba- 
bly that he does, is to draw a 
Diagram. What is the uſe of that 
Diagram ? but ſteadily to ſuggeſt 
to his Mind thoſe ſeveral Ideas he 
would make uſe of in that Demon- 
{tration. "The conlidering and 
laying theſe together in {ſuch or- 
der, and with ſuch connection, as 
to make the agreement of the 
Ideas of the three Angles of the 
Triangle, with the Ideas of two 
right ones to be perceived, 1s call'd 
right Reaſoning, and is the Buli- 
neſs of that Faculty which we call 
Reaſon, which when it operates 

rightly, by conſidering and com- 

paring Ideas ſo as to produce Cer- 

tainty, this Shewing or Demon- 

{tration that the thing 1s fo, is 

calld good and ſound Reaſon, The 

Ground of this Certainty lies in 

Ideas themſelves, and their agree- 

ment or diſagreement, which Rea- 

{on neither does nor can alter, but 

only lays them {ſo together as to 
make 1t perceivable; and without 
{uch a due conſideration and or- 
£? dering 
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dering of the Ideas, Certainty 
could not be had ; and thus Cer- 
tainty is placed both iz Ideas, and 
in good and ſound Reaſon. 


This affords an eafie Anſwer to 
your Lordſhips next Words , 
brought to prove, 'That the Cer- 
tainty of a God 1s not placed on 
the Idea of our {elves. They ſtand 
thus. 


For let our Idea be taken which 
way we pleaſe, by Senſation or Re- 
fletion, yet it is not the Idea that 
makes s certain, but the Argument 
rom that which we perceive in and 
about our ſelves, 


Nothing truer than hat 7t is not 
the Idea that makes us certain With- 
out Rea/oz, or without the Under- 
ſtanaing. But it 1s as true, That *tis 
not Reaſon, *tis not the Under- 
{tanding,that makes us certain with- 
out Ideas, ?T1s not the Sun makes 
me certain 1t 15 Day, without my 
Eyes ; nor *tis not my Sight makes 
| me 
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me certain it is Day, without the 
Sun ; but the one imploy*d about 
the other. Nor 1s it one Idea by 
it ſelf, that in this or any Caſe, 
makes us certain ; but Certainty 
conſiſts in the perceived agree- 
ment or diſagreement of i! the 
Tdeas, that ſerve to ſhew the agree- 
ment or diſagreement of diſtin 
Ideas, as Qs ſtand in the Propo- 
ſition, whole Truth or Falihood 
we would be certain of. "The 
uling of intermediate Ideas to 
ſhew this is called Argaumertation, 
and the Ideas fo uſed in train, ar 
Argument ; 10 that in my poor 
Opinion, to ſay, That the Argument 
makes 1s certain, 1s no more than 
ſaying, The Ideas made uſe of, make 


#5 CONtaln, 


The Idea of Thizkemg in our 
ſelves, which we receive by Re- 
fletion, we may by intermediate 
Ideas, perceive to have a neceflary 
agreement /and connection with 
the Idea of the Exiſtence of an 


eternal, thinking Being, This, 
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whether your Lordſhip will call 
placing of Certainty in the Idea, or 


placinz the Certainty in Reaſon ; 


whether your Lordſhip will fay, 
It is not the Idea that gives us the 
Certainty, but the Argument, 1s in- 
different to me; I ſhall not be ſo 
unmannerly as to preſcribe to your 
Lordſhip what way you ſhould 
Speak, in this ar any other Matter, 
But this your Lordſhip will give 
me leave to ſay, That let it be 
called how your Lordſhip pleaſes, 
there is no ContradiCtion 11 it to 
what I have ſaid concerning Cer- 
tainty, or the way how we came 
by it, or the Ground on which I 
place it. Your Lordſhip farther 
_ my Words out of the 5th 
Sect. of the ſame Chapter. 


But © we find in our ſelves Per- 
© ception and Knowledge. Its 
wery true, But how aoth this prove 
there is a Goa? Is it from the clear 
and diſtin Idea of it? No, but 


from this Argument, That © either 


* there muſt have been a knowing 
| Being 
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« Being from Eternity, or an un- 
«© knowing , for ſomething mult _ 
* have been from Eternity : But 

« if an unknowing Being, then 
* it was impoſhble there ever 
* ſhould have been any Know- 
<« ledge ; it being as impoſſible 


© thata thing without Knowledge 


* {ſhould produce it, as that a Tr1- 
« angle ſhould make it ſelf three 
* Angles bigger than two right 
* ones. Allowing the Argument to 
be good, yet it is not taken from the: 
Idea, but from the Principles of true 
Reaſon ; as, That no Man can doubt 
his own Perception ;, That every thing 
wut have a Cauſe; That this Cauſe 
muſt either have Kpowleage or not ; 
if it have, the Point is gained: If 
it hath not, nothing can produce no- 
thing ; and conſequently a not know- 
ins Being cannot produce a know= 


4 . 


Your Lordſhip here contends, 
'That my Argument is not taken from 


% % 


the Idea, but from true Principles of 


Reaſon. IT do not fay, it is taker 
| from 
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from any one Idea, but from all the 
Ideas concerned in it. But your 
Lordſhip, if you herein oppoſe 
any thing IT have ſaid, muſt, I 
humbly conceive, ſay, Not from 
Ideas, but from true Principles of 
Reaſon ; \everal whereof your 
Lord\hip has here fet down. And 
whence, I beleech your Lordſhip, 
comes the Certainty of any of thoſe 
Propoſitions, which your Lordſhip 
calls true Principles of Reaſon, but 
from the perceivable agreement or 
diſagreement of the Ideas contain- 
ed in them? Juſt as it is expreſſed 
in thoſe Propoſitions, v.g. A Mar 
cannot doubt of his own Perception, is 
a true Principle of Reaſon, or a 
true Propoſition, or a certain Pro- 
poſition : But to the Certainty of 
— 1t we arrive, only by perceiving 
the neceſſary agreement of the 
two Ideas of Perception and Self- 


conſciouſneſs. 


Again, Every thing muit have & 
Cauſe : Though TI find it fo ſet 


down for one by your Lord{hip, 
yer, 
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yet,l humbly conceive,is not a true 
Principle of Reaſon , nor a true 
Propolition ; but the contrary cer- 
tain. The Certainty whereof we 
attain by the Contemplation of our 
Ideas, and by perceiving that the 
Idea of Eternity, and the Idea of 
the Exiſtence of ſomething do 
agree, and the Idea of Exiſtence 
from Eternity and of having a 
Cauſe do not agree, or are incon- 
ſiſtent within the ſame thing. But 
every Thing that has a beginning 
mutt have a Cauſe, is a true Prin- 
ciple of Reaſon , or a Propoſition 
certainly true; which we come to 
know by the ſame way, 2. e. by 
contemplating our Ideas, and per- 
ceiving that the Idea of beginning 
fo be, 1s neceſſarily connected with 
the Idea of ſome Operation; and the 
Idea of Operation, with the Idea of 


ſomething Operating, which we 


call a Cauſe; and ſo the beginning 
to be, 1s perceived to agree with 
the Idea of a Caz/e, as is expreſſed 
in the Propoſition : And thus it 
comes to be a certain Propoſition ; 
ns Io oy moans Kone 
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and {o may be called a Przxciple 
of Reaſon, as every true Propoſition 
is to him, that perceives the Cer- 
tainty of it. 


This, my Lord, is my way of 
Ideas, and of coming to Certainty 
by them ; which, when your 
Lordſhip has again conſidered, I 
am apt: to think your Lordſhip 
will no more condemn, than I do 
except againit your Lordſ{hips way 
of Arguments or Principles of Rea- 
Jon. Nor wil) it, I ſuppoſe, any 
longer offend your Lord{hip, un- 
der the Notion of a New way of Rea- 
ſonizg, 1ince 1 flatter my felt, both 
theſe ways will be found to' be 
equally old one as the other, tho? 
perhaps formerly they have not 
_ been fo diſtinctly taken notice of, 
and the Name of Ideas is of latter 
Date in our Engliſh Language. 


If your Lordſhip ſays, as 1 
think you mean, viz. That my 
Argument to prove a God, 1s zot 


taken from Ideas , your Lordſhip 
will 


"007 # 
will pardon me, if I think other- 
wiſe, For I beſeech your Lord- 
{hip, are not Ideas, whoſe agree- 
ment or diſagreement as they are 
expreſſed in Propoſitions 1s per- 
ceived, immediately or by Intui- 
tion, the Principles of true Reaſon ? 
And does not the Certainty we 
have of the Truth of theſe Propo- 
ſitions, conſiſt in the Perception of 
ſuch agreement or diſagreement ? 
And does not the agreement or dif- 
agreement depend upon the Ideas 
themſelves? Nay,ſo entirely depend 
upon the Ideas themſelves, that it is 
impoſſible for the Mziza, or Reaſoz, 
or Argument, or any thing to alter 
it ? All that Reaſoz or the Mind 
does , in Reaſoning or Arguing, 
is to find out and obſerve that 
_ agreement or diſagreement: And 
all that Argument does, 15 by an 
intervening Idea, to ſhew it, where 
an immediate putting the Ideas 
together wil not do it. 


As for Example, 1n the preſent 
Caſe: 'The Propoſition of whoſe 
Truth, I would be certain is this, 
A 
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A knowing Being has eternally exiſted. 
Here the Ideas j ojned, are eternal 
Exiftence with a knowing Being. 
But does my mind perceive any 
immediate conneCtion or repug- 
nancy in theſe Ideas? No: The 
Propoſition then at firſt view af- 
fords me no Certainty; or, as our 
Engliſh 14:09 phraſes it, It 7s not 
certain, or T am not certain of tt. 
But though Tam not, yet I would 
be certain whether it be true or 
no. What then muſt I do? Find 
Arguments to prove that 1t is true, 
or the contrary. And what is that, 
but to caſt about and find out 1n- 
termediate Ideas, which may ſhew 
me the neceſſary connection or 1n- 
inconſiſtency of the Ideas 1n the 
Propoſition ? Either of which , 
when by theſe intervening Ideas 
I am brought to perceive, I am 
then certain that the Propoſition 
is true, or Tam certain that it is 
falſe. As in the preſent Caſe, I per- 
ceive in my felt Thought and Per- 
ception; the Idea .of actual Percep- 
tou has an evident connection with 
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an aCtual Being, that doth perceive 
andthink : The Idea of an aQtual 
thinking Being, hath a perceivable 
connection with the eternal Exi- 
{tence of ſome knowing Being , 
by the intervention of the nega- 
tion of all Being, or the Idea of 
nothing, which has a neceſſary con- 
nection with zo Power, no Opera- 
tion, no Cauſality, no Effett, 1.e. 
with zothing. So that the Idea 
of once aCtually nothing , has a vi- 
fible conneCtion with zothinzg to 
Eternity, for the future; and hence 
the Idea of an actual Being, is per- 
ceived to have a neceſſary conne- 
Qtion with ſome aCtual Being from 
Eternity. And by the hke way 
of Ideas, may be perceived the 
actual Exiſtence of a knowing Be- 
ing, to have a connection with 
the Exiſtence of an actual know- 
ing Being from Eternity ; and the 
Idea of an eternal, actual, know- 
ing Being, with the Idea of Im- 
materiality, by the 1ntervention 
of the Idea of Matter, and of its 
actual Divikhon, Diviſibility and 
want 
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want of Perception ; &c. which 
are the Ideas; or, as your Lord- 
{hip is pleaſed to call them, Argu- 
2zents, I make uſe of in this Proof, 
which I need not here go over 


again; and whuch 1s partly con- 


tained in theſe following Words, 
which your Lordſhip thus quotes 
out of the roth Set. of the fame 
Chapter. l 


Again, © If we ſuppoſe nothing 
to be firſt, Matter can never 
* begin to be ; if bare Matter 
«. without Motion to be eternal, 
* Motion can never begin to be; 
« if Matter and Motion be ſup- 
* poled eternal, Thought can 
© never begin to be : For if Mat- 
« ter could produce Thought, then 
* Thought muſt be in the Power 


cc 


<« of Matter ; and if it be in Mat- 


<« ter as ſuch, it muſt be the inſe- 
« parable Property of all Matter ; 
« which 1s contrary to the Senſe 
« and Experience of Mankind. 
«* It only ſome parts of Matter 
* have a power of Thinking, how 
* comes 
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* comes ſo great a difference in the 
&« Properties of the ſame Matter ? 
«< What diſpoſition of Matter is- 
_< required to Thinking ? And 
« from whence comes it ? Of 
* which no account can be given 
« 1n Reaſon. To which your 
Lordſhip ſubjoins. 


\ 
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ment uſed, to prove an infinite, ſþi- 
ritual Being, which I am far from 
weakning the force of : But that which 
I deſign, is to ſhew, That the Cer- 
tainty of it is not placed upon any Clear 
and diſtint Ideas, but wpor the 
force of Reaſon diſlinit from it ; 
which was the Thins I intended to 
prove. 


Your Lordſhip ſays, That zhe 
Certainty of it. 1 ſuppoſe your 
Lordſhip means the Certazzty pro- 
duced by my Proof of a Deity, zs 
not placed upon clear and aijtinct 
{deas. Itis placed, among others, 
upon the Ideas of Thinking, Exi- 
ſtence and Matter, which I think 
| R are 
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are all clear and diſtinct Ideas; (o 


- that there are ſome clear and diſtin 


Ideas in it: And one can hardly 
ſay there are zot any clear and di- 
ſtinf# Ideas in it, becauſe there 1s 


one obſcure and confuſed one ig 


It, 2/2. That of Subſtance, which 
yet Inders not the Certaizty of the 
Proof. 


The Words which your Lord- 
ſhip ſubjoins to the former, vzz. 
But upon the forceof RE ASON 
aiſtinit from it, ſeem to me to ſay, 
as far as T can underſtand them, 
That the Certaznty of my Argument 
for a Deity, 1s placed not on clear and 
diſtintt Ideas, but upon the force of 
Reaſon. Wu 


This, among other Places be- 
fore ſet down, makes me wiſh 
your Lordſhip had told us, what 
you underſtand by REASON; 
for in my acceptation of the Word 
RE 4SON, I do not ſee but the 
ſame Proof may be placed upon 
clear and diſtin Ideas, and upon 
Reaſon 
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Reaſon too. As I faid before, I 
can perceive no Inconſiſtency or 
Oppoſition between them, no 
more than there is any Oppoſition 
between a clear Object and my Fa- 
culty of Seeing, in the Certainty 
of any thing I receive by my Eyes; 
for this Certainty may be placed 
very well on both the clearneſs of 
the Obje&t, and the exerciſe of that 
Faculty in me. 


Your Lord{hips next Words, 


I think, ſhould be read thus ; Di- p, 25. 
' ſtindt from them: For if they were 


intended as they are printed, Dz- 
ſtint from it, T confeſs I do not 
underitand them. Certainty 7ot 

laced on clear ana diſtin Ideas, 
but upon the force of Reaſon diſt init 
from them, my Capacity will reach 
the Senſe of, Bur then I cannot 
but wonder what 4d:i/tinit from 
them do there; for I know no Bo- 
dy that does not think that Reaſoz, 
or the Faculty of Reaſoning, is 4:- 
ftinft from the Ideas 1t makes uſe of 
or is imployed about, whether 
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thoſe Ideas be clear and diftiait, or 
obſcure and confuſed. But if that 
Sentence be ro be read as it 1s 
printed, viz. The Certainty of it is 
zot placea upon any clear and diſt init 
Ideas, but upon the force of Reaſon 
diſtinit from it, T acknowledge 
your Lord{hips meaning 1s above 
my Comprehenſion. Upon the 
whole matter, my Lord, I muſt 
confeſs, That IT do not fee that 
what your Lordſhip ſays you 7z- 
tended here to prove, 1s prov'd, viz. 
'That Certazrty in my proof of a 
God, z zot placed on Ideas. And 
next, if 1t were prov'd, I do not 
fee how it anſwers any Objedtion 
agaiast the Trinit), in point of 
Reafon. 


Before I go on to what follows, 
I muſt beg leave to confeſs, I am 
troubled to find theſe Words of 
your Lordſhip, among thoſe I 
have above ſet down out of the . 
foregoing Page, viz. Allowing the 
Argument to be good ; and cannot 
torbear to wiſh, That when your 


Lord- 
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Lordſhip was Writing this Paſ- 
ſage, you had had in your Mind 
what you are pleaſed here to ſay, 
viz, That you are far from weakzing 
the force of my Araument, which I 
uſed to prove an infinite, - ſpiritual 
Being. 


My Lord, your Lordſhip is a 
great Man, not only by the Dig- 
nity your Merits are inveſted with, 
but more by the Merits of you: 
Parts and Learning. Your Lord- 
ſhips Words carry Weight ard 
Authority with them ; and he 
that ſhall quote but a Saying or a 
Poubt of your Lordſhips, thar 
queſtions the force of my Argu- 
ment for the Proof of a God, will 
think himſelf well founded and to 
be hearkened to, as gone a great 
way in the Cauſe. 'I hele words 4/- 
lowing the Argument to be good, in 
the received way of Speaking, are 
uſually taken to ſ{tgnifie, That he 
that ſpeaks them, does not judge 
the Argument to be good, but that 
for Dilcourſe-ſake heat preſent ad- 
K 3 mits 
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mits it. Truly, my Lord, till I 
read theſe Words in your Lord- 
ſhip, I always took it for a good 
Argument ; and was ſo fully per- 
ſwaded of its Goodneſs, that I 
ſpoke higher of it than of any 
Reaſoning of mine any where, 
becauſe I thought it equal to a De- 
monſtration. If it be not fo, it 1s 
fit I recal mv Words, and that I 
do not betray ſo important and 
fundamental a Truth, by a weak, 
but over-valued Argument : And 
therefore I cannot, upon this Oc- 
caſion, but importune your Lord- 
ſhip, That if your Lordſhip (as 
your Words ſeem to intimate) ſees 
any Weakneſs in it, your Lordſhip 
would be pleaſed to ſhew it me ; 
that either I may amend that 
Fault, and make it concluſive, or 
elſe retract my Confidence, and 
leave that Caule to thoſe who have 
Strength ſuitable to its Weight. 
But to return to what follows 
in your Lordihips next Para- 


graph. 
2. 1 
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2. The next Thing neceſſary to be P; 252, 
cleared in this Diſpute, ts, the Di- 
ſtinition between Nature and Perſon; 
and of this we can have no clear and 
diſtinet Tdea from Senſation or 
Reflection. And yet all our Noti- 
ons of the Doitrine of the Trinity, 
depend upon the right Under ſtandings 
of it. For we mut talk unintelli- 
gibly about this Point, unleſs we have 
clear and aiſtinef Apprehenſions con- 
cerning Nature and Perſon, and 
the Grounds of Identity and Diſtin- 
tion. But that theſe come not into 
our Minds by theſe ſimple Ideas of 
Senſation and Reflection ,, I ſhall 


now make it appear. 


By this it 1s plain, that the Bu- 
ſineſs of the following Pages is to 
make it appear, That we have no 
clear and diſtinit Idea of the diſt in- 
dion of Nature and Perſon, from 
Senſation or Reflection: Or, as 

our Lordſhip expreſſes it a little 

ower, The Apprehenſions concern- 

ing Nature and Perſon, and the 
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Grounds of Identity and Diſtinction, 
come not into our Minds by the 


ſimple Ideas of Senſation and Re- 
flection. ' 


And what, pray my Lord, can 
be inferrd from hence, if it 
ſhould be ſo ? Your Lordſhip tells 


US. 


All oar Notions of the Doi#rine of 
the Trinity, depend upon the right 
Underſtanding of the Diſtinction 
between Nature and Perſon ; and 
we muſt talk unintelligibly about this 
Point, unleſs we have clear and di- 
ftintt Apprehenſions concerning Na- 
ture and Perſon, and the Grounds of 
Iaentity ana Diſt init ion. 


If it be ſo, the Inference I ſhould 

— draw from thence (if it were fit 
for me to draw any) would be 
this, That it concerns thoſe who 
write on that Subject to have them- 
ſelves, and to lay down to others, 
clear and adiſtinet Apprehenſions, or 
Notions, or Ideas, (call them 

| what 
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what you pleaſe) of what they 
mean by Nature and Perſoz, and 
of the Grounds of Identity and Di- 
ſtiniFion. : 


This ſeems, to me, the natural 
Concluſion flowing from your 
Lordſhips words ; which ſeem 
here to ſuppoſe clear and diſtinct 
Apprehenſions ſomething like clear 
and diſtintt Ideas) neceſlary for the 
avoMing anintelligible Talk in the 
Dottrine of the Trinity. But I do 
not ſee how your Lordſhip can, 
from the neceſſity of clear and di- 
ftint# Apprehenſions of Natare and 
Perſon, &c. in the Diſpate of the 
Trinity, bring in one, who has 
perhaps miſtaken the way to clear 
and diſtinct Notions concerning 
Nature and Perſon, &Cc. as fit to 
he anſwered among thoſe, who 
bring Objedt:ons againit the Trinity 
in point of Reaſon. T do not ſee 
why an Unitarian may not as well 
bring him 1n, and argue againſt his 
Eſſay, in a Chapter that he ſhould 
_ write, toanſwer ObjeQtions __ 
the 


(19907. 
the Unity of God, 2» point of Rea- 
for or Reyelation : For upon what 
Ground fſoever any one writes 2z 
this Diſpate, or any other, it is not 
tollerable to talk a«nntellzibly on 
either ſide. 


If by the way of Ideas, which is 
that of the Author of The Eſſay of 
Flumane Underſtanding, a Man 
cannot come to clear and diſtin? 
Apprehenſions concerning Nature 
and Perſon ; if, as he propoſes 
from the ſimple Ideas of Senſation 
and Reflection, ſuch Apprehenſions 
cannot be got ; it will follow from 
thence, that he 1s a miſtaken Phi- 
loſopher : But it will not follow 
from thence, That he is not an 
Orthodox Chriſtian; for he might 
(as he did) write his Eſſay of Hu- 

— mane Underſtanding, without any 
Thought of the Controverſie be- 
tween the Trinitarians and Uni- . 
tarians: Nay, a Man might have - 
writ all that is in his Book, that 
never heard one Word of any 
ſuch Diſpute. | 

Cs There 
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There 1s in the World a great 
and fierce Conteſt about Nature 
and Grace : ?T would be very hard 
for me, if I muſt be brought in as 
a Party on either ſide, becauſe a 


Diſputant, in that Controverlie, 


ſhould think the clear and diſtinit 
Apprehenſions of Nature and Grace, 
come not into our Minas by the ſimple 
Ideas of Senſation aud Reflection. 
If this be ſo, I may be reckon'd 
among the Objettors againſt all 
Sorts and Points of Orthodoxy, 
whenever any one pleaſes: I may 
be called to account as one Hetero- 
dox, in the Points of Free-grace, 
Free-will, Predeſtination, Original 
Sin, Juſtification by Faith, Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, The Pope's Supremacy, 
and what not? as well as in the 
Dottrine of the Trinity; and all 
becauſe they cannot be furniſhed 
with clear and diftin&t Notions 
of Grace, Free-will, Tranſubſtan- 
tion, &c. by Senſation or Refle- 
Ction. For in all theſe, or any 
other Points, I do not fee but 

| — there 
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there may be Complaint made, 
that they have not always a right 
Under ftanding and clear Notions of 
thoſe Things, on which the Do- 
arine they diſpute of, depexds. And 
*tis not altogether unuſual, for Men 
to talk unintelligibly to themſelves 
and others, in theſe and other 
Points 1n Controverſie , for want 
of clear and diſtine* Apprehenſions, 
or (as I would call them did not 
your Lordſhip diſlike it) Ideas : 
For all which unintell:;gible Talk- 
ing, I do not think my felf ac- 
countable, though it ſhould fo fall 
out that my way, by Ideas, would 

not help them to what it ſeems is 
wanting, clear and diſtin: Noti- 

ons. It my way be ineffeQtual to 

that purpoſe, they may, for all 
me, make uſe of any other more 
ſucceſsful, and leave me out of the 

Controverlie, as one uleleſs to 

either Party, for deciding of the 

Queition. 


Suppolſing , as your Lordſhip 
ſays, and as you have undertaken 
LO 
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to make appear, That the clear and 
aiftintt Apprehenſions concerning Na- 
ture and Perſon, and the Grounds 0 
Identity and Diftinition, ſhould not 
come into the Mind by the ſimple Ideas 
of Senſation and Reflection ; what, 
I beſeech your Lordſhip, is this 
to the Diſpute concerning the 7 7:- 
aity, on either ſide? And if, after 
your Lordſhip has endeavoured to 
g1ve clear and diſtinc* Apprehenſions 
of Nature and Perſon, the Diſpu- 
tants 1n this Controverlie, ſhould 
till ralk anintelligibly about this 
Point, for want of clear and 4di- 
ſtine# Apprehenſions concerning Na- 
tare and Perſon, ought your Lord- 
{hip to be brought in among the 
Partiſans on the other {ide, by any 
one. who writ a Vinatication of the 
Dottrine of the Trinity ? In good 
earneſt, my Lord, Ido not ſee how 
the clear and diſtinct Notions of 
Nature and Perſon, not coming into 
the Mina by the {imple Ideas of Sen- 
fation and Reflection, any more 
contains any Objection againſt the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, than ze 

T clear 
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clear and diſtinc> Apprehenſions of 
Original Sin, Juſtification or Tran= 
ſubſtantiation, mot coming to the 
Mind by the ſunple- Ideas of Senſation 
«nd Refletion, contains. any Obje- 
Qtion againſt the Doctrine of Origt- 
nal Sin, Juſtification or Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, and {fo of all the reſt 
of the Terms uſed in any Contro- 
verſie in Religion ; however your 
Lordſhip, in a T reatiſe of the Vin- 
aication of thei Dottrine of the Trinity, 
and in the Chapter where you 
make it your Bulineſs to anſwer 
Objections in point of Reaſon , et 
your ſelf ſeriouſly to prove, That 
clear and aijtintt Apprehenſions con- 
cerning Nature and Perſon, and the 
Grounds of Identity and Diſt init1on, 
come not into our Minds by theſe ſim- 
ple Ideas of Senſation and Reflettion. 
In order to the making this appear, 
we read as followeth : 


As to Nature, that is ſometimes 
taken for the Eſſential Property of a 
Thing ; as, when we ſay, That ſuch 
4 Thing is of a different Nature from 


aNno- 
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another ; we mean-no more, than that 
it is differenced by ſuch Properties as 
come tO Oar nap Sometimes 
Natare is taken for the Thing it ſel, 
in which theſe Properties are ;, and ſo 
Ariſtotle took Nature for a Corpo- 
real Subſtance, which had the Princi- 
ples of Motion in it ſelf : But Na- 
ture and Subſtance are of an equal 
extent ; and ſo that which is the Sub- 
ject of Powers and Properties, is the 
Nature, whether it be meant of bodily 
or ſpiritual Subſtances. 


Your Lordſnip, in this Para- 


graph, gives us wh Significations 


of the word Natgre, 1. That z: 
is ſometimes taken for Eſſential 
Properties, which I eaſily admir. 
2. That ſometimes it is taken for the 
Thing it ſelf in which theſe Proper- 
ties are, and conſequently for Sb- 
ſtance 1t ſelf. And this your Lord- 
ſhip proves out of Ari/torle. 


Whether Ari/ffotle called the 
Thing it ſelf, wherein the Eſſez- 
tial Properties are, Nature, I will 
not 
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not Diſpute : But that your Lord- 
ſhip thinks fit to call Subſtance, Na- 
ture, 1s evident: And from thence 
F think your Lordſhip - endea- 
vours to prove, in the following 
Words, That we can have from 
Ideas, no clear and diſtinit Appre- 
henſions concerning Nature. Your 


Lord{hips Words are, 


T grant, That by Senſation aud Re- 
ection, we come to know the Powers 
and Properties of Things ; but our 
Reaſon ts ſatisfied that there muſt be 
omething beyond theſe, becauſe it is 
ampoſſible that they ſhould ſubſiſt by 
themſelves. Sothat the NATURE 
of Things properly belongs to our Rea- 


ſon, and not to meer Ideas. 


How we come by the Idea of 
Subſtance, from the ſimple ones 
of Senſation and Reflection, I have 
endeavoured to ſhew in another 
Place ;- and therefore ſhall not 
trouble your Lordſhip with here 
again. But what your Lordſhip 


inters, in theſe Words, So that the 
Na- 
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Native of Things properly belongs 
to-our Reaſon and not to meer Ideas, 
T-'do:riot-well -underftand. Your 
Lordſhip indeed - here again, ſeems 
to oppoſe 'Reaſon and Ideas ; and 
to -that I ſay, meer Ideas are the 
Obje&s of the Under/tanding, and. 
Reaſon is one of the Faculties of 
the Underſtanding imploy*d about 
them ; and that the Underſtand 
ing, or. Reaſon, which: ever. your: 


Lordſhip. pleaſes to. call it, makes: 


or forms, out of the ſimple. ones 
that come in by + Senſation and 
Reflection; all the other Ideas ; 
whether general, relative or com- 
plex, 'by- abſtracting , ::comparing 
and compounding; 4ts' poſitive ;; 
ſimple Ideas, whereof it cannot 
make or frame any one, but what 
it receives by Senſation or :Re- 
fleftion. - And therefore, I never 
denyed that Reaſon was imploy'd 
about our particular' fimple Ideas, 
to make out of then Ideas gene- 
ral, relative - and complex ; nor 
about all our Ideas, whether ſim- 
ple, or complex ;. poſitive , or re« 
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lative; general, or particular; It 
being rhe proper Buſineſs of -Re«- 
ſon, 1n the ſearch. after Truthand 
Knowledge, to find out the Re- 
lations between all theſe. ſorts of 
Tdeas, in the perception whereof 
Knowledge and Certainty of Truth 
conſiſts. oe 


Theſe, my Lord, are, in ſhort, 
my Notions about Ideas , _ their 

- Original and Formation,. and of 
the uſe the Mind, or Reaſon, 
makes of ' them. in Knowledge. 
Whether your Lordſhip thinks fit. 
tocall this 4 zew waz of: Reaſoning, 
muſt be left. to your Lordſhip; 
whether it be a right way, 1s that 
alone which I am concerned for. 
But your Lordſhip ſeems all along 
— (Ecrave leave hereonce for all to 
take notice of it) to have ſome 
particular Exception againſt Ideas, 
and particularly clear and diſtinit 
Ideas, as if they were not to be 
uſed, or were of no uſe in Reaſor 

| and Knowledge ; or, as if Reaſox 
were oppoſed to them, or leads us 
into 
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into the Knowledge and Certainty 
of Things without them : Or, the 
knowledge of "Things did not at 
all depend on them. TI beg your 
Lordſhips Pardon for expreſſing 
my ſelf ſo variouſly and doubt- 
fully in this Matter, the Reaſon 
whereof, is, becauſe I muſt own, 
That I do not every where clearly 
underſtand what your Lordſhip 


means, when you ſpeak, as you 


do, of Ideas; as if I aſcribed more 
to them, than belonged to them ; 
or expected more of them, than 
they could do, v. g. where your 
Lordſhip ſays, 


But is all this contained in the p. 244. 


ſimple Idea of theſe Operations * And 


again, So that here it ts ot the cleay- P. 248. 


neſs of the Idea, but an immediate 
AF of Perception, which is the true 
Ground of Certainty; And fatther, 
Sp. that our Certainty us not from the 
Ideas themſelves, but from the Evi- 
dence of Reaſon; And in another 


place, It is not the Idea that maſes us p. 246: 


certarn, bat the Argument from that 
L 2 which 


P. 243, 
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which we perceive in and about our 
ſelves. Is it from the clear and dt- 
ftinet Idea of it? No! but fromthis 
Argument. And here, p. 253. The 
Nature of Things belongs to our Rea- 


O 
ſon, and not to meer Ideas. 


Theſe, and ſeveral the like Paſ- 
ſages, your Lordſhip has againſt 
what your Lordſhip calls This zew 
way of Ideas, and an admirable way 
to bring us to the Certainty of Rea- 


ſon. 


I never ſaid nor thought Ideas, 
or any thing elſe, could bring vs 
zo the Certainty of Reaſon, without 
the exerciſe of Rezſov. And then, 
my Lord, if. we will imploy our 
Minds, and exerciſe our Reaſons, 
to bring us to Certainty ; what, 
I beſeech you, {hall they be 1m- 
ploy*'d about but Idezs ? For Ideas, 
in my Senſe of the Word, are, 
* Whatſoever is the Object of the 
« Underſtanding, when a Man 
* thinks; Or, Whatever it 1s the 
* Mind can be imploy'd about in 

&« think- 
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« thinking. And again, I have _ 
theſe Words, © Whatſoever 15 the B 2. c. 8. 
« immediate Objeft of Perception, * *: 
** Thought or Underſtanding , 

« that I call 1a. So that my 
way of Ideas, and of coming to 
Certainty by them, 1s to imploy 
our Minds in thinking upon ſome- 
thing ; and IT do not ſee but your 
Lordſhip your ſelf, and every Body 
elſe, muſt make uſe of my way of 
Ideas, unleſs they can find our a 
way that will bring them to Cer- 
tainty, by thinking on nothing. 

So that let Certainty be placed as 
much as it will on Reaſoz, let the 
Natare of Things belong as properly 

as it will to our Reaſon, it will 
nevertheleſs be true, That Cer- 
tainty conſfifts in the Perception of 

the agreement or diſagreement of 
Ideas; and that the complex Idea 

the word Natare ſtands for, is 
ultimately made up of the ſimple 
Ideas of Senfſation and Reflection. 
Your Lordſhip proceeds. p 


EL; But 


we 
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But we mu#t yet en es : 
For Nature may be Fonfidered two 


ways . 


As it is 1n , diſtin Tndiwi- 
"Des as the Nature of 4 Man is 
equall in Peter, James and John ; 
_ this is the _— N ature, 
with 4 particular Subſiſtence proper 
to each E them. For Uk N, $a go 
Man, as in Peter, is aiſtint? from 
the ſame Nature, as it is in James 
and John ; otherwiſe, they would be 
but one Perſon, as well «s have the 
ſame Nature. Azd this diſt init ion 
FA Perſons iz them, is diſcerned both 
by our Senſes, as to their different 
phos - and by our Reaſon, be- 
cauſe they have 4 ſeparate Exiſtence ; 
zot coming into it at once, and 7 in the 
Jame manner. | 


2. Nature may be conſidered ab- 
ſtratly, without reſpef to indivi- 
aual Perſons; and then it makes an 
entire Notion of it ſelf. For how- 


PUeY r the ſame N. ature may be in dif- 
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ferent Individuals,” yet the Nature 
in it ſelf. remains one and the ſame ; 
which appears from this evident 
Reaſon, That otherwiſe every In- 
arvidual mui make a. iffrem 


kind. 


I am fo little confident of my 
own Quickneſs, and of having 


'got from what your Lordſhip has 


{aid here, a clear and diſt inef Appre- 
henſion concerning Nature , that I 
muſt beg your Lordſhips Pardon 
if I ſhould happen to diſlatisfie 
your Lordſhip, by talking «iz- 
relligibly, or beſides the purpoſe, 
about it. I muſt then confeſs ro 
your 'Lordſhip, 1. That I- do 
not clearly underſtand whether - 
your Lord{hip, in theſe two Pata- 
graphs, ſpeaks of Natare, as ſtand- 
ing for Eſſential Properties; or of 
Nature, as ſtanding for Subſtance ; 
and 'yet it .is of great moment in 
the Caſe, becauſe your Lordſhip 
allows, That the Notion of Nature 
in the former of theſe Senſes, may 
be had from Senſation and Refle- 

L 4 Ction ; 
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ftion ; but of Natare in the latter 
Senſe, your Lordſhip fays, 1t prox 
perly belongs to Reaſon, . and not meey 
Ideas. 2. Your Lordſhips ſaying 
in the firſt of theſe Paragraphs, 
That the Nature of Man, as. in 
Peter, # diſtinet from the ſame Na- 
ture'as it is in James and John: 
And in the ſecond of them, That 
however the SAME Natare may be 
in different Individuals, yet the Na- 
ture it ſelf remaias ONE AND 
THE SAME, does not give me 
ſo clear and diſtinct an Apprehen(ion 
CORCET INLET Nature gy that I know 
which, 1n your Lord{hips Opi- 
nion, TIought to think, either that 
one ard the ſame Natare is 1h Peter 
and. Job ;, or that a Nature di- 
ſtint from that 1n John, 1s in Peter : 
And the Reaſon 1s, becauſe I can- 
not, in my way by Jaeas, well put 
together owe and ithe ſame and d:r- 
ſftinef. My Apprehenſion concerning 
the Nature of Man, or the common 
Nature of Man, if your :Lordſhip 
will, upon this Occaſion, giye me 
leave to trouble yaur Lordfip 
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with it, is, in ſhort, this ; That 
it is a ColleQtion of ſeveral Ideas, 
combined into one complex, ab- 
ſtrat Idea, which when they 
are found united in any Indivi- 
dual exiſting, though joined in 
that Exiſtence with ſeveral other 
Ideas, that individual or particu- 
lar Being 1s truly ſaid to have the 
Nature of a Mazx, or the Nature 
of a Marx to be in him; for as 
much as all theſe ſimple Ideas are 
found united in him, which an- 
{wer the complex , abſtract Idea, 
to which the ſpecifiick name May 
is given by any one ; which ab- 
ſtra&t, ſpecifick Idea, he keeps the 
ſame, when he applies the ſpeci- 
fick Name, ſtanding for it, to di- 
ſtint Individuals;  z. e. no Body 


changes his Idea of a May, when 


he fays Peter 1s a Max, from that 
Idea which he makes the name 
Mazx to ſtand for, when he calls 
John a Man. This ſhort way by 
Ideas, has not, I confeſs, thoſe dit- 
ferent, and more learned and 
ſicholaſtick Conſiderations ſet down 


by 


a | = n 


by your Lordſhip. | But how they 
are neceflary , or at all tend to 
prove. what: your . Lordſhip has 
propoſed- to prove, viz. That we 
can have no clear aad diftin&t Idea 


of Nature, from the ſimple Ideas 


got from Senſation and ReffteCtion, 
I confeſs I do not yet fee. But 
your Lord{lyp goes on to it, 


Let us now ſee how far theſe Things 
can come from our ſmple Ideas, by 
Reflettion and Senſation. And I 


(hall lay down” the Hypotheſis of 


THOSE, who reſolve our Certainty 
into Ideas, as plainly and intelligibly 


4s I can. 


| Here TI am got again into the 
Plural Number : For tho* it be 
{aid the — of THOSE, yet 
my Words: alone are quoted tor 
that Hypotheſis, and not a Word of 
any Body elſe in this whole Buli- 
nels concerning Nature. What 
they are, I ſhall give the Reader, 
as your Lordſhip has ſet them 
down. © - 

| 1. We 
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I. We are told, «.'T hat all __ mar 


« ple Ideas are true and adequate. Fs 


ch. 


« N ot, that they are the true Re- zo, 31. 


os preſentations of Things with- 
« out us ; but that they are the 
« true EffeQts of fuch Powers in 
« them, as produce ſuch Senſa- 
« tion within us. So. that really 
we can unaer od nothing certainly by 
— but the Effetts they have upon 


For theſe Words of mine, I find 
Humane Pot pron, E. $8. cl 
JO, ZI. ; but I crave leave 
. to 2 —_ to your Lordſhip, That 
10 neither of theſe Chapters do I 
find the Words, as they ſtand here 
in your Lordſhips Book. In: B. 2. 
Ch. 3 1. Sect. 2. 7 my Eſlay, I find 
theſe Words, © "That all our {im- 


« ple Ideas are adequate, becauſe | 
« being nothing but the Effefts 


« of certain Powers in things fitted 
« or ordained by God, to pro- 
« duce ſuch Senſations in us, they 
< cannot but be Ru = 
; | ES 
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&« adequate to thoſe Powers. And 


-in Chap. 3o. SeR. 2. Ifay, That 


« Our ſimple Ideas are all real, all 
« agree to the reality of Things. 
<«« Not that they are all of them 
«the Images or Repreſentations 
« of what does exiſt ; the con- 
« trary whereof in all but the 
<. primary Qualities of Bodies , 
« hath been already ſhew'd. 


Theſe are the Words in my 
Book, from whence thoſe in your 
Lordſhips ſeem to be gathered , 
but. with {ome difterence : For 1 
do not remember that I have any 
where ſaid, of all our ſimple Ideas, 
That they are none of them tre 
Repreſentations of Things without 
#s; as the Words I find in your 
Lordſhips Book, ſeem to make 
me ſay. 'The contrary” whereof, 
appears from the Words which I 
have ſet down, out of Chap. 30. 
where: I deny only the ftmple 
Ideas of {ecundary Qualities to. be 
Repreſentations ; but do _ 
where affirm, That the = c 
eas 
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Ideas of primary Qualities, are 
the Tmages or Repreſentations of 
what does exiſt without us. So 
that my Words, in the Chap- 
ters quoted by your Lordſhip, 
not ſaying that 'all -our ſimple 
Ideas are only Efeds,. and none 
of them Repreſentations, your 
Lord{hip, I humbly conceive, 
cannot, upon that Account; 1n- 
fer from my Words, as you do 


here, viz, So that really we can p, 244, 


underſiand mnothins certainly by 
them. i | 


The remaining Words of this 
Sentence, I muſt beg your Lord- 
ſhips Pardon, if I profeſs I do 
not underſtand : 'They are theſe; 
But the Effeifs they have upon us. 
They here, and Them in the pre- 
ceding Words to which they are 
joined , fignifie ſimple Ideas; for 
*tis of thoſe your Lordſhip infers, 
So that really we can underſtand n0- 
thing certainly by them, but the Ef- 
fects they have upon as. And then 
your Lordihips Words To 
thus 


| 
| 
| 
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thus much, ſo that really we cay 
underſtand nothing certainly by ſirn- 
ple Ideas, bat the Effetts ' ſimple 
Ideas have upon us ; which I can- 
not. underſtand to be what - your 
Lordſhip intended to infer from 
the- preceding Words taken to be 
mine. For, I.ſuppoſe, your Lord- 
ſhip argues, ' from my Opinion, 
concerning. the ſimple - Ideas of 
ſecundary Qualities, the little real 
Knowledgewe ſhould receivefrom 
them, if it be true, that they are 
not Repreſentations or Images of 
any thing in Bodies, but only 
Effects of certain Powers in Bodies 
to. produce. thefn in us: And in 
that Senſe take the liberty to read 
your Lord{hips words thus, $9 
that really we can underſtand nothing. 
certainly by [theſe Ideas,] but the 
Efeits {thoſe Powers] have upon 
5, TowhichT anſwer, | | 


. I. That we as certainly know 
and diſtinguiſh Things by Ideas, 
ſuppoſing them nothing but Et- 


fects produced 1n us by theſe Pow- 
| ErS, 
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ers, as if they were Repreſenta- 
tions. I can as certazzly, when I 
have occaſion for - either , . diftin- 
guiſh, Gold from , Silver by the 
' Colour; or Wine from Water by 
the Taſte, if the Colour of the one, 
or the, Taſte of the other, be only 
an effect of their Powers on me ; 
as if that Colour and that Taſte 

were Repreſentations and Reſem- 
blances of ſomething in thoſe 
Bodies. 


2. I Anſwer; That we have 
certainly as much Pleaſure and De- 
light by thoſe Ideas, one way as 
the other. The ſmell of a Violet 
or taſte of a Peach, gives. me as 
real and certain Delight, if it be 
only an Effect, as if it were the 
true reſemblance of - ſomething in 
that Flower and Fruit. AndI a 
little the more wonder, to hear 
your Lordſhip complain ſo much 
of want of Certaizty in this Caſe, 
when I read theſe Words of your 
Lord{hip in another place : _ 


That 


( 172 ) 


That from the Powers and Pro- 
' perties of Things which are knowable 
by us, we may know as much of the 
znternal Eſſence of Things, as thoſe 
Powers and Properties diſcover, T1 
do not ſay, That we can know all Ej- 
fences of Things alike ; nor that we 
can attain to a perfeif Underſtanding 
of all that belong to them : But if we 
can know ſo much, as that there are 
certain Beings in the World, endued 
with ſuch diſtine Powers and Pro- 
perties ; What is it we complain of 
the want of, in order to our Cer- 
tainty of Things ? But we do not ſee 
the bare Eſſence of things. What &s 
that bare Eſflence, without the Pow- 
ers and Properties belonging to it ? 
Tt is that internal Conſtitution of 
Things, from whence thoſe Pow- 
ers and Properties low. Swappoſe 
we be ignorant of this (as we are like 
to be, for any Diſcoveries that have 
been yet made) that is a good Argu- 
ment, to prove the uncertainty of 
Philoſophical Specalations, about the 
real Eflence of Things, but it is 
: ng 
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1:0 prejudice to us, who enquire af= 
ter the Certainty of ſuch Eflences. 
For although we cannot compre- 
hend the internal Frame, or Con- 
ſtitution of Things, xor 22 what 
manner they do flow from the Sub- 
ſtance ; yet , by them we certainly 
know, that there are ſuch Eſſences, 
and that they are diſtinguiſhed from 
each other by their Powers and 
Propertzes. 


Give me leave, if your Lord- 
ſhip pleaſe, to argue after the 
ſame manner 1n the preſent Caſe ; * 
That from theſe ſimple Ideas 
which are kxowable by us, we know 
as much of the Powers and Inter- 
al: Conſtitutions of "Things, as 
theſe Powers diſcover, and if we 
can know ſo much as that there are 
ſuch Powers, ard that there are 
certain Beings in the World, en- 
dued with ſuch Powers and Pro- 
perties, that by theſe ſimple 
Fdeas that are but the Effects 

M , of 


of theſe Powers, we can as cer- 
tainly —_— the Beings 
wherein thoſe Powers are, and 
receive as certain Advantage 
from them , as if thoſe fimple 
Ideas were Reſemblances. 


What is , it we complain of the 
want of, in order to our Cer- 
tainty of Things? But we ado wot 
ſee that Internal Conſtitution from 
whence thoſe Powers flow, Suppoſe 
we be ignorant of this (as we are 
like to be for any Diſcoveries that 
have been yet made) that is a good 
Argument , to jhew how ſhort our 
Philoſophical Speculatmons are about 
the real, internal Conſtitutions of 
Things ; but it is no prejadice to 
z5, who by thoſe ” ah Ideas 
fearch out, find and diſtinguiſh 
Things for our uſes. For though, 
by thoſe Ideas which are not 
Reſemblances, we cannot com- 
rehend the internal Frame or Con- 
jtitution of Things, nor in what 
; man- 


C973 3 
manner theſe Ideas are produced 
in us, by thoſe Powers ; yet by 
them we certainly know, That there 
are ſuch Eſſences or Conſtitutions 
of theſe Subſtances, that have 
thoſe Powers, whereby they re- 
gularly produce thoſe Ideas in 
us; ard that they are diſtinguiſh- 
ed from each other by thoſe Powers. 


The next Words your Lord- 
ſhip ſets down, as out of my 
Book, are, 


2. © All our Ideas of Sub- P. 254: 


« ſtances are imperfect and in- 
«< adequate, becauſe they refer 
<« to the real Eſſences of 'Things 
« of which we are 1gnorant , 
« and no Man knows what 
« Subſtance is in it ſelf : And 
« they. are all falſe, when 
& look'd on as the Repreſenta- 
« tions of the unknown Effences 
« of Things. 

| M 2 In 
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| In theſe too, my Lord, you 

muſt give me leave to take 
Notice, That there 1s a little 
variation from my Words: For 
1 do not ſay, That all our Ideas 
of Subſtances are A and in- 
adequate', becauſe they refer to 
the real Eſſences of Things ; for 
ſome People may not refer them 
to real Eſſences. But T do fay, 
<« That all Ideas of Subſtances, 
«<« which are referr'd to real 
<« Effences, are in that reſpect 
< inadequate : As may be ſeen 
more at large in that Chapter. 


Your Lordſhips next* Quota- 
tion has in it ſomething of a 
like Slip. - The Words which 
your Lordſhip ſets down, are, 


3. Abſtrats Ideas are only gene- 
ral Names, made by ſeparating Cir- 
cumft ances of Time and Place, &C. 


from 


Cos) 


from them, which are only the 


Inventions and - Creatures of the 
Unaer ſtanding. | 


For theſe your Lordſhip quotes 


Chap. 3. Set. 6. of my Third 
Book ; . where - my Words are, 


Cc 
Cc 
(4 
cC 
CC 
Cc 
[4 
cc 
cc 
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cc 
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The next Thing to be con- 
ſidered, is, how general Words 
come to be made. For ſince 
all Things that exiſt, are on- 
ly Particulars, how come we 
by general Terms ? Or where 
find we thoſe general Na- 


' tures they are ſuppoſed to 


ſtand for ? Words become ge- 
neral, by being made Signs of 
general Ideas; and Ideas be- 
come general, by ſeparating 
from them the Circumſtances 
of Time or Place, and any 
other Ideas that may deter- 
mine them to this or that 
particular Exiſtence. By this 
way of Abſtraction, they are 
made capable of repreſenting 

M 3 « more 
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« more Individuals than one ; 
<« each of which, having 1n ita 
« Conformity to -that abſtract 
« Tdea, is (as we call it) of that 
<« ſort. By which Words it ap- 
pears, that I am far enough from 
laying, That abſtract Ineas are 
ouly general Names. Your Lord- 
ſhips next Quotation out of my 
Book, 1s, 


4. © FEffence may be taken 
'T, For the real, 
« internal, unknown Conſtitu- 
« tions of Things; and 1n this 
« Senſe it is underſtood - as to 
« particular Things, 2. For 
« the abſtratt Idea ; and one is 
« ſaid to be the Nominal, the 
& other the real Eſfence. And 
* the Nominal Eflences only 
« are immutable, and -are 
«© Helps to enable. them to. con- 
ſider Things, and to dilcourſe 
* of na. | 


A 


a 


ny 


C 
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(179 ) 
Here too, I think, there are 
ſome Words left out, which are 
neceſſary to make my Meaning 
clearly underſtood ; which your 
Lordſhip will. find, if you 
think fit to give your ſelf the 
trouble to caft your Eye again 
on that Chapter, which you here 
uote. But not diſcerning clear- 
ly what uſe your Lordſhip makes 
of them, as they are either in 
your Lordſhips Quotation, or in 
my Book, I ſhall not trouble 
your Lordſhip about them, Your 
Lordſhip goes on, x 


But two Things are granted, p. 255? 


which texd to clear this Matter. 


1. That there # a real Eſſence, 
which i the Foundation of Powers 
and Properties. 


2. That we may know theſe Pow- 
ers and Properties, althouzh we are 
ignorant of the real Eſſez62. 

M 4 It 
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If by that indefinite Expreſ- 
fion, Me may know theſe Powers 
and Properties, your Lordſhip 
means, That we may know ſome of 
the Powers and Properties that de- 
pend on the real Efſfences of Sub- 
ſtances, I grant it to be my 
meaning; if your Lordſhip, in 
thoſe Words, comprehends all 
their Powers and Properties, that 
goes beyond my meaning.” From 
theſe two Things, which I 
grant your Lordſhip ſays, you 


infer , 


I. That from thoſeirue and ade- 
uate Ideas, which we have of the 
Modes and Properties of Things, 
we have ſufficient Certainty of 'the 
real Eſſence of them : For theſe 


Iieas are allowed to be true ; and 
exther by them we may judge of the 
Truth of Things ; or we can make 
no Judgment at all of any thing 


without our Selves. 


If 


. _ 


If our Ideas be only the Effetts 
we ſee of the Powers of Things with- 
out us ; yet our Reaſon muſt be 
ſatisfied , That there could be no 
ſuch Powers, unleſs there were 
ſome real Beings which had them. 
So that either wb tbe certain, 
by theſe Effetts, of the real Bein 
of Tha or it is not poſſible, - 
we are framed, to have any Cer- 
 tainty at all of any thing without our 

Selves. | 


All this, if T miſtake not 
your Lordſhip, is only to prove, 
That by the Ideas of Propertzes 
and Powers which we obſerve 
in Things, our Reaſon muſt be 
ſatisfied that there are without us 
real Beings, with real Eſſences ; 
which being that which I readi- 
 Iy ownand have faid in my Book, 
I cannot but acknowledge my 
ſelf obliged to your Lordſhip , 
for being at the Pains to collect 
nn. | Places 
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Places out of my Book to prove 
what I hold: in 1t ;-and the more 
becauſe your- Lordſhip does it 
by ways and fteps, which pofſi- 
bly-T {hould- never have thought 
of. Your Lord{hips next Infe- 


TEnCce, 1s, 


2. That from the Powers and 
Properties of Thinzs, which are 
knowable by us , we may know as 
much of the internal Eſſence of 
Things, as thoſe Powers and Pre- 
perties diſcover. Tao not ſay, That 
we can know all Effences of Things 
alike; aor that me. can attain toa 
perfe# Under landing of all that 
belong to them : But if we can 
kzow ſo much , as that there are 
certain Beings tm the World, en- 
aaued with fach diſtinit Powers and 
Properties ;, what is it we gomplain 
of the want of, in oraer to our 
Certainty of Fhims? But we ao 
z0t ſee the bare Eſſence of 'T hings. 
What is that bare Eſſence with- 


out 


( 183 ) 
out the Powers \and Properties 
belonging to is ? It js that jnter- 
nal Conſtitution of Things, from 
whence thoſe Powers and Proper: 
ties flow, Suppoſe we be ignorant 
af this (as we are like to be, for 
any Diſcoveries that. have beex yet 
made ) that is a good Argument to 
prove the uncertainty of Philoſo- 
phicab Speculations, about the real 
Eſſences of Thimas ;- but #t js no 
prejudice to us, ' who inquire af: 
ter the Cortainty of ſuch Eſſences. 
For although we cannot comprehend 
the internal Frame 'or Conſtitu- 
tion of Things, zor in what man- 
xer they do | from the Smnb- 
. flance.;" yet, by them, we certainly 
know that there are ſuch Eſſences, 
and that they are diſtinguiſhed from 
each other by -their Powers and 
Properties, +» | 


This ſecond Inference, ſeems 
to. be nothing but a Reproof to 
thoſe who complain, That they do 


not 


( 184 ) 


zot, ſee the bare Eſſences of Things. 
Complaining that. God did not 
make us otherwiſe than he has, 
and with krger Capacities than 
he has thought fit to give us, 1s, 

I confeſs, a' Fault worthy of 
your Lord{hips Reproof. But to 
ay, That if we knew the real 
Eſlences or internal Conſtitutions 
of thoſe Beings, ſome of 'whofe 
Properties we: know, we ſhould 
have much more certain Know- 
ledge concerning thoſe Things 
and their Properties I am ſure is 
true, and I think no faulty com:- 
plaining ; and if it be, TI muſt 
own my felf to your Lord{hip to. 
be one of thoſe Complainers. 


- But your Lordſhip asks, What 
is it we complain of the want of, i 
order to our Certainty of Things ? 


If your Lordſhip means, as your 
Words ſeem to import, H/hat 7s 
it 


( 135 ) 
it we complain of, in order to our 
Certainty , that thoſe Properties 
are the Properties of ſome Beizgs, 
or that ſomething does exift 
when thoſe Properties exiſt ? I 
anſwer ; We complain of the want of 
nothing ix order to that Certainty, 
or: ſuch a Certainty as that 1s. 
But there are other very deſirable 
Certainties, or other - parts. of 
Knowledge concerning the ſame 
Things, which we may want 
when we have thoſe Certainties. 
Knowing the Colour , Figure 
and Smell of Hyſop, 1 car, when 
I ſee Hyſop, know ſo much, as 
that there is a certain Being in the 
World, endued with ſuch diſtin 
Powers and Properties; and yet I 
may juſtly complain, that T want 
{omething 72 order to Certainty, 
that Hyſop will cure a Bruiſe or 
.a Cough, or that it will kill 
Moths; or, uſed in a certain 
way, harden Iron ; or an hun- 
dred other uſetul Properties that 
may bein it, which I ſhall never 
know ; 


( 186 ) 


know ; and yet might be certain 
of, if I knew the real Fflenices, 
or internal Conftiftution of 
Things, on which all their Pro- 
petties depend. 


Your Lordſhip agreeing with 
me, 'Fhat the real Efſeace 3s that 
tnternal Conſtitution of Things , 
from whence their Powers and Pro- 
perties flow, adds farther ; Suppoſe 
we be ignorant of this [Eſſence], 
as we are like to be for any Diſco- 
wveries have been yet made, that is 4 
good Argument to prove the uncer- 
tainty of Philoſophical Specalations 
about the real Eſſences of Things ; 
but it is no prejudice to us, who en- 
quire after the Certainty of ſuch 
Eſſences. 


'.T know no Body that ever 
denied the Certainty of ſuch rea/ 
Eſſences or internal Conſtitutions, 
in Things that do exiſt, if - be 
tiat 
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that. thas your Lordſhip means 
by Certainty of ſuch Efſexces. - If 
it be any other Certaizty that 
your Lord{hip enguzres after, re- 
ating to ſuch Eſſexces, T confeſs 
E know not what it is, ſince 
your Lordfhip acknowledges , 
We are ignorant of thoſe real Ej- 
fences, thoſe internal Conſtitutions, 
and are like to be fo;, and feem 
| to think it the uncurabie Caule 
of wancertainty in Philoſophical 


Speculations. 7 


Your Lordſhip adds, For a/- 
though we cannot comprehend the 
znternal Frame and Conſtitution of 
Things, 20r in what manner they do 


flow from the Subſtance. 


Here I muſt acknowledge to 
your Lordihip, "That my No- 
tion of theſe Eſſences differs a 
little from your ELord{hips; for 
] do not take them to flop from 


the 
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the Subſtance in any created Be- 
ing, but to be in every thing that 
znternal Conſtitution, or Frame, 
or Modification of the Subſtance, 
which God in his Wiſdom and 
good Pleaſure thinks fit to give 
to every particular Creature , 
when he gives it a Being : And 
ſuch Eſſences T grant there are in 
all Things that exift. Your 
Lordſ{hips Third Inference be- 
gins thus : | 


2. The Eſſences of Things, as 
they are knowable by us, have 4 Re- 
ality in them : For they are founded 


 0n the natural Conſtitution of 


Things. 


I think the real Eſſences of 
Things are not ſo much founded 
on, asthat they are the very real 
Conſtitution of Things, and there- 
fore I eaſily grant there 1s Rea- 
lity in them; and *was from that 
Reality 


( 189 ) 
Reality that T called them real 


Eſſences. But yet from hence, 
L cannot agree to what follows. 


And however the abſtratted Ideas Vi 257. 
are the Work of the Mind, yet they 
are not meer Creatures of the Mind ; 
as appears by an inſtance produced 
of the © Eſſence of the Sun, 
** being 1n one ſingle Individual, 
* zz which caſe it is granted ; 
** That the Idea may be 1o ab- 
* ſtracted, that more Suns might 
* agree 1n it, and it is as much 
* a Sort, asif there were as ma- 
* ny Suns as there are Stars. 
So that here we have a real Eſſence 

ſabſiſtins in one Individual, but 
capable of being multiplied into 
more, and the (ame Eſſence remain- 
ing, But in this one Sun there 
7s a real Eſſence, and not a meer 
mominal or abſtratted Eſſence : But 
ſappoſe there were more Suns ; would 
not each of them have the real Ej- 
Sence of the Sun ? For what is it 

N makes 
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maſes the ſecond Sun, but haviag 
the ſame real Eſſence with the firſt * 
IF it were but a nominal Eſſence, 
the the ſecond woald have nothing 
but the Name. 


This, my Lord, as I under- 
ſtand it, is to prove, That the 
abſtratt general Eſſence of any 
Sort of "Things, or Things of 
the ſame Denomination wv. gz. of 
Maz or Maryeolds, hath a real 
Beizz out of the Underſtanding ; 
which I confeſs, my Lord, I am 
not able to conceive. Your Lord- 
{hips Proof here brought out 
of my Eſſay, concerning the 
Sun, 1 humbly conceive will not 
reach it : Becauſe what 1s ſaid 
there, does not at all concera 
" the rea/ but nominal Eſſexce; as 
15 evident from hence, That the 
Izea I ipeak of there 1s, a Com-. 
plex Idea ; but we have no Com- 
plex Idea of the internal Conſti- 
tution, or real Eſſence, of the 
Sun. 


(191) 


Sun. Beſides, I ſay exprelly ; 
That our diſtinguiſhing Sub- 
ſtances into Species, by Names; 
is not at all founded on their 
real Eſſences. So that the Sun 
being one of theſe Subſtances ; 
I cannot, in the place quoted by 
your Lordſhip, be ſuppoſed to 
mean by Eſſence of the Sax, the 
real Effence of the Sun, unleſs 
I had fo expreſſed it. But all 
this Argument will be at an end, 
when your Lordſhip ſhall have 
explained what you mean by 
theſe Words, True Sun. In my 
Senſe of then, any thing will 
be a Trae San, to which the 
name Szz may be truly and pro- 
perly apply*d; and to that Sub- - 
ſtance or Thing, the name Sar 
may be truly and properly ap- 
ply'd,, which has united 11 1t 
that combination of ſenſible Qua- 
lities, by which any thing elſe 
that 1s called Sz is diſtinguiſhed 
from other Subſtances, 2z. e. by 


the Nominal Eſſence: And thus 
N 2 OHr 
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our $4z 1s denominated and di- 
ſtinguiſhed from a fixed Star ; 
not by a real Eſſence that we do 
not know , (for 1f we did, *tis 
poſſible we ſhould find the real 
Eſſence or Conſtitution of one of 
the fixed: Stars, to be the ſame 
with that of our Su) but by a 
complex Idea of ſenſible Quali- 
ties co-exiſting, which, where- 
ever they are found, make 4 true 
Sun. And thus I crave leave to 
anſwer your Lordſhips Que- 
ſtion, For what is it makes the 
ſecond Sun to be 4 true Sun, but 
having the ſame real Eſſence with 
the firit ? If it were but a nomi- 
nal Eſſence, then the ſecond would 
have nothing but the Name. 


I humbly. conceive, if it had 
the Nominal Efſexce, it would 
have ſomething beſides the Name, 
viz, That Nominal Eſſence, which 
is ſufficient to denominate it 
truly a S4z, or to make it be a 
true 
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true Sun, though we know no- 
thing of that real Efſence-where- 
on that Nominal One depends ; 
your Lordſhip will then argue, 
That that real Efſence is in the 
ſecond Sun, and makes the ſecond 
San. Tgrant it, when the ſecond 
Sun comes to exiſt, fo as to be 
perceived by us to have all the 
Ideas contained in our complex 
Idea, z.e. in our Nominal Efſexce 
of a Sax. For ſhould it be true, 
| (as 15 now believed by Aftrono- 
mers) that the real Eſſence of the 
Sun were in any. of the fixed 
Stars, yet ſuch a Star could not 
for that, be by us called a Szz, 
whilit it anfwers not our com- 
plex Idea or nominal Effence of 
a Sun, But how far that will 
prove, That the Eſſences of Thinzs, 
as they are knowable by us, have a 
Reality in them, diftin&t from 
that of abffrat? Idexs in the Mind, 
which are meerly Creatures of the 
Mind, T do not ſee; and we 
ſhall farther enquire, in conſi- 
N 3 dering, 
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different k:yd too. 
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dering your Lord{hips following 
Words. 


Therefore there muſt be a real 
Eſſence in every Individual of the 


ſame kind, Yes, and ] beg leave 


of your Lordſhip to fay, of a 
For that 
alone ts it which makes it to be 


what it ts. 


That every indrvidual Sub- 
ſtance, has a real, internal, in- 
dividual Conſtitution, z. e. a real - 
Eſſence, that makes it to be what 
it is, I readily grant. Upon this 
your Lord{hip ſays, 


Peter, James, ad John, are all 
true and real Man : Without 
doubt , ſuppoſing them to be 
Men, they are true and real Men, 
z. e. ſuppoſing the Name of that 
Species belongs to them. = 

| @ 
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ſo three Bobzques are all true and 
and real Bobaques, ſuppoſing the 


Name of that Species of Ani- 
mals belongs to them. 


For I beſeech your Lordſhip 
to conſider, whether in your 
way of Arguing, by naming 
has F - Fares So Tobi, 
Names familiar to us, as appro- 
priated to Individuals of the Spe- 
cies May, your Lordſhip does 
not firſt ſuppoſe them Mez ; and 
then very ſafely ask, Whether 
they be not all true and real Men ? 
But if I ſhould ask your Lord- 
ſnip, Whether Weweena, Chack- 
erey and Coxſbeda, were true and 
real Men or no ? Your Lordfhip 
would not be able to tell me, till I 
having pointed out to your Lord- 
ſhip 'the Individuals called by 
thoſe Names, your Lordſhip by 
examining whether they had in 
them thoſe ſenſible Qualities, 
which your Lordſhip has com- 
N 4 bined 


P. 259, 
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bined into that complex Idea, 
to which you give the ſpecifick 
name Mar, determin*d them all, 
or ſome of them, to be of the 
Species which you call May, and 
ſo to be true and real Men; which 
when your Lordſhip has deter- 
min'd, *tis plain you did it by 
that which 1s only the Nominal 
Eſſence, as not knowing the 
real one. But your Lordſhip far- 
ther asks, 


What is it makes Peter, James 
and John, real Men? Is it the 
attributing the general Name to 
them? No certainly ; but that the 
true and real Eſſence of a Maz is in 
every one of them. 


If when your Lordſhip asks, 
What makes them Men? Your 
Lordibip uſed the Word making 
in the proper Senſe for the efi- 
cient Cauſe, and in that Senſe it 
L; | were . 


(197 ) 
were true, That the Eſſence of 
a Man, 2. e. the ſpecifick Eflence 
of that Species made. a Man; 1t 
would undoubtedly follow, T bat 
this ſpecifick Eflence had a re- 
ality beyond that of Being only 
a general, abſtract Idea in the 
Mind. But whea it 1s. faid, 
That it is the true and real Eſſence 
of a Man in every one of them, 
that makes Peter, James axd John, 
true and real Men ; the true and 
real meaning of theſe Words 1s 
no more, but that the Eſſence of 
that Species, z. e. the Properties ' 
anſwering the complex, abſtract 
Idea, to which the ſpecifick 
Name 1s given, being found 
in them that makes them be 
properly and truly called Men, 
or 1s the Reaſon why they are 
_ Men. Your Lordſhip 
adds, 


Axa we must be as certain of this, P. 258. 
4s we are that they are Men. 


How, 
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How, I beſeech your Lord- 
ſhip, are we certain, That they 
are Mex, but only by our Senſes, 
finding thoſe Properties in them 
which anſwer the abſtract, com- 
plex Idea, which is in our Minds 
of the ſpecifick Idea, to which 
we have annexed the ſpecifick 
name Max? This I take to be 
the true meaning of what your 
Lordſhip- ſays in the next 
Words, viz. They take their de- 
nomination of veins Men, from 


* that common Nature or E [ſence 


which is in them; and TI am apt to 
think, theſe Words will not hold 
true in any other Senſe. 


Your Lordſhips Fourth In- 
terence begins thus : 


That fo general Idea is not 
made from the ſimple Ideas, by the 
meer Act of the Mind abſtraiting 


from 
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from . Circumſtances, but from 
Reaſon and Conſideration of the 
Nature of Things. | 


I thought, my. Lord, That 
Reaſon and Conſideration had been 
Atts of the Mind, meer Afts of the 
Mind, when any thing was done 
by them. Your Lordſhip gives 
a Reaſon for it, v:z. 


For when we ſee ſeveral Indivis- P. 238. 


duals that have the ſame Powers 
and Properties, we thence infer , 
That there must be ſomething com- 
mon to all, which makes them of 
one kind. | | 


T grant the Inference to be 
true ; but muſt beg leave to deny 
that this proves, That the ge- 
neral Idea the Name 1s annexed 
to, is not made by the Mind. 
I have ſaid, and 1t agrees with 
| what 


» CC 


= 


what your Lordſhip here ſays, 


C 


a) 


cc 
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the Voice of a Sheep , 


. That © the Mind, in making 
its complex Ideas of Subſtances, 
only follows Nature, and puts 
no Ideas together, which are 
not ſuppoſed to have an Uni- 
on in Nature; no Body joins 


with 


*-the Shape of an Horſe; nor 
* the Colour of Lead, with the 


« Weight 


and Fixedneſs of 


« Gold, to be the complex 
& Ideas of any real Subſtances ; 
& unleſs he has a Mind to fill his 
« Head with Chimeras, and 
« his Diſcourſe with unintelli- 


« gible Words. 


Men obſerv- 


<< 1ng certain Qualities always 
« joined and exiſting together, 
« therein copied Nature, and of 
« Tdeas ſo united, madetheir com- 
« plex Ones of Subſtances, &c. 
Which 1s very little different 
from what your Lord{hip here 


ſays, That *tis from our 


bſer- 


vation of Individeals , that we 
come to infer, That there is ſome- 


thing 
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thing common to them all, But 
E do. not ſee how it will thence 
follow, that the general or ſpe- 
ctfick Idea is not made by the 
meer Act of the Mind. No, 
fays your Lordſhip. 


There is ſomething common to p, 99, 


them all, which makes them of one 
Kind ; and if the difference of 
Kyjnds be real, that which makes 
them all of one Kind muſt not be 
4 nominal, bat real Eſſence. 


This may be ſome Objection 
to the Name of Nominal Eſſence ; 
but is, as I humbly conceive, 
none to the 'Thing deſigned by 
it. There 1san internal Conſti- 
tution of "Things, on. which 
their Properties depend. This 
your Lordſhip and I are agreed 
of, and this we call the real E/- 
ſexce, There are alſo certain 
Complex Ideas, or Combinati- 
ONs 
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ons of theſe Properties in Mens 
Minds, to which they common- 
ly annex ſpecifick Names , or 
Names of forts or kinds of 
Things. This; I believe, your 
Lordſhip does not deny. Theſe 
complex Ideas, for want of a 
better Name, TI have called No- 
7inal Eſſences; how properly , 
E will not diſpute. But if any 
one will help me to a better 
Name for them, Iam ready to 
receive it; till then I muſt, to 
expreſs my {elf, uſe this. Now, 
my. Lord, Body, Life and the 
Power of Reaſonizg, being not 
the real Eflence of a Maz, as I 
believe your Lordſhip will a- 
gree; will your Lordſhip fay, 
That they are not enough to 
make the 'T hing wherein they are 
found of the kind called Maz, and 
not of the kind called Baboon, 
becauſe the difference of theſe Kinds 
z real ? If this be not real enough 
to make the Thing of one kind 
and zot of another, T do me ſee _ 
OW 
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how Animal rationale can be 
enough really to diſtinguiſh a 
Maz from an Horſe : For that 
is but the zominal, not real Eſ- 
ſence of that kind, deſigned by 
the name Mary. And yet, I ſup- 
poſe,. every one thinks 1t rea! 
enough, to make a real differexce 
between that and other Kzzas. 
And if nothing will ſerve the 
turn, to MAKE Things f 
one Kind and not of another, 
(which as I have ſhew'd, ſigni- 
flies no more but ranking of 
them under diffterent ſpecifick 
Names) but their real, un- 
known Conſtitutions, which are 
the real Eſſences we are ſpeak- 
ing of, 1 fear 1t would be a 
long while befere we ſhould 
have really difterent kinds of 
Subſtances, or diſtintt Names 
for them, unleſs we could di- 
ſtinguiſh them by theſe Diffe- 
rences, of which we have no 
diſtinct Conceptions. For I 
think it would not be readily 
an{wer'd 


P. 259. 
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anſwer'd me, if I ſhould de- 
mand, Wherein lies the real dif- 
ference in the internal Confſti- 
tution of a Stag from that of a 
Back, which are each of them 
very well known to be of owe 
Kznd, and not of the other-; and 
no Body queſtions but that the 


 Kznas whereof each of them 1s, 


are really differenr. Your Lord- 
{hip farther fays, 


And this difference doth not 
depend upon the complex Ideas of 
Subſtances, whereby Men arbitra- 


rily join Modes tcgether in their 


Minas. 


I confeſs, my Lord, I know 
not what to ſay to this, becauſe 
I do not know what theſe Com- 
plex Ideas of Subſtances are, 


whereby Men arbitrarily joyn 


Modes together in their Minds. 
But T am apt to think there 
15 
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is a Miſtake in the Matter, b 
the: Words that follow, whic 
are theſe ; 32 


For let them miſtake in their P. 259: 


Complication of Ideas , either in 
leauins out ' or putting in what 
doth not belong to them; and let 
their Ideas be what they pleaſe, the 
real Eſſence of a Man, and an 
Horſe, and. a Tree, ' are ju#t what 
they were: ; 


The Miſtake I ſpoke of, T 
humbly ſuppoſe is this, That 
Things are here. taken to be 


diftinguiſhed by their real E/- 
ſences ; when by the very way of 


ſpeaking of them, it 1s clear, 
That . they are already diltin- 
guiſhed: by their nominal E\- 


lences, .and are fo 'taken to bez-. 


For what, I beſeech your Lord- 
ſhip, does your Lordſhip mean, 
when you ſay, The rea! Eſſence 
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of | a: Mas, aud au Hoxfs, 472d 4 
Tv, but" that there are ſuch 
Kinds already ſet out by the fg- 


nification of theſe names Max, 


Horſe, Tree? And whar, I be- 
feech your Lordſhip, is the J1g- 
nification of each of theſe ſpe- 
cifick Names ,” but the complex 
Fea that it ſtands for 2 And 
that- complex Idea is the nomi- 
n#| FEflence, and nothing- eMe. 
So that taking : Max , as. Four 
Lordſhip does here, to. ſtand 
for a kind or ſort of Individu- 
als, all which agree in that 
common, complex Idea, which 


that ſpecifiek Name ftands for, 


it ' iS certain that the real Kf- 
fence of all the Individuaks , 
compreehended - under the-' fpeci- 
fick name - Max, \in your uſe of 
It, would be juſt the fame, let 


others leave out or put into 


their complex Idea of . Max 
what they” pleaſe ; becauſe the 
real Eſſence on which that un- 
alter'd complex Idea, 7... thoſe 


Pro- 
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Properties depend , muſt neceſ- 
arity be conclygded to be the 
me. £ = 


For I take if for granted, 
That in ufing the Name Max, 
in this place, your Lardſhip 
uſes it for that complex Idea 
which is in your Lordſhips 
Mind of that Species. So that 
your Lordſhip , by putting it 
tor or ſybſtituring it in the place 
of that cofnplex Idea , . where 
you fay the rea/ Eſſence of it is 
Jai, as it was, or the yery ſame 
it was, dogs ſuppoſe the Ideg 
it ſtands for, to be ſteadily the 
ſame. For if I change the Sig- 
nification of the word Max, 
whereby it may not . compre- 
hend juſt the fame Individuals 
which in your Lordſhips Senſe 
it does, but ſhut out ſome of 
thoſe that to your Lordſhip are 
Mez in your ſignification of the 
word Man , or take in others 

O 2 to 
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to which your -'Eord{hip does 
not allow the name Mar. T-do 
not think your Lord{hip will 
ſay, That the real Eſſence of 
Maz, in both theſe Senſes, is 
the ſame; and yet your Lord- 
ſhip ſeems to ſay ſo, when you 
fay , Let Mex miſt ake 12 the & 07Ht= 
plication of their Ideas, either in 
leaving out or putting in what doth 
not belong to them; and let their 
Ideas be what they pleaſe, the real 
Eſſence of the Individuals com- 
prehended under the Names an- 
nexed to theſe Ideas, will be'the 
ſame : For io, I humbly con- 
ceive, it muſt be put, to make 
out what your - Lordſhip aims 
at. For as your Lordihip puts 
it by the Name of May, or any 
other ſpeciick Name; ' your 


Lordſhip ſeems to - me to ſup- 


poſe, that that Name ftands for, 
and not for the ſame Idea, at the 
{ame tune. | 


% 


For 
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For Example, my Lord, let 
your Lordſ{hips Idea, to which 
you annex the Sign Mar, be a 
rational Arnimal-:. Let - another 
Mans Idea | be: a. rational Ani- 
mal-of ſuch a.Shape ; let a thixd 
'Mans Idea -be-of- an: Animal of 
ſuch-.a Size and.'Shape, leaving 


out Rationality: ;...let a. fourchs 


be an-Animal.with a Body- of 
{uch-a Shape,.-and' an immate- 
rial Subſtance,, xvath a Power of 
Reaſoning : Let a fifth leave out 
of :his Idea, -an 4nmaterial Sub- 
ſtance.. i? Tis plain every one gf 
theſe .will. call his a Maz., :as 
well as your Lordſhip ;: and yet 
"tis as plain that May, as l{tand- 
ing. for all theſe diſtinct, com- 
nlex Ideas, cannot be ſuppoſed. 
ro have the .lame internal Con- 
{titution, z. e.. the ſame real E/- 


ſence, The Truth is, every di- 
ſtint, abſtract Idea, with a 


Name to it, makes a real, di- 
{tinft.,Kind, whatever the rea/- 


P. 2590 


P. 259. 


any of ens) ow” 


ral. Eſſences a5 


1s nothing rmore certain. ' 
yet tis true, 'Thiit the charige bf 
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Eſſence (which we know not of 


[161 


And therkfore 1 I grant i ir Ws, 
what your Tofrdfip fays in the 
next Words; wy let the W688. 
jever” Vo inidth, 
common Effente br : Nu. 
tare of the r. evexal\ KJHs , -apt 
26t ut all alter? a by them, Le. That 
our Thougtts 'or Ideas canabt 


the rel , 


alter the il Conftitutidtis eKidit 


are in Things that exiſt, thett 
BY 


Tdeas to which we anntx theft, 


cah and does' alter the GEnifien- 


tion of their Natiies, anhnd*thete- 
by alter the Kitids, which by 
theſe Natnes'we'-rank ind -foft 
them into. 
_——_— 


And ſe el Bſſentts att up- 
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internal 


the 
Con- 


Your Lordflp: far- 
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Gonfitttions - re:--: Anch1reable, 
Of what, I. beſkech- your Lord- 
ſhip, are the interna! Conſtiru- 
tions unchangeable * Not of any 
Thing that:&tiis,: hut: of God 
alene:3-tof they may be changed 
Hl'us cally Sod Hand that 
made s ng -Bs:: the internal 
Frame of a Watch, What then 
1s it that is anchangeable ? The 


taternal Conftitution or real 


Eſſence: of a Species : Which, 
its plain Engliſh,” is no more. but 
this, whillt the fame ſpacifick 
Name , v. g- . of Man, Horſe or 
'T'ree, 1s: anhexed tO, GF made the 
Sigh, of the ame abiftrat, com- 
plex Idea. under. which I rank 
ſeveral Individuals 5:45 is kmapol- 
ſible but the real Conltitution 
on which that unalter'd, com- 
ples Idea, - or nominal Effence 
dbpends , mult. be : the ſame, 

z. e. 19 - Other Words, where 
we find, all the ſame Proper- 


TteS F.; We: have. Renon to Con- . 
phage there 1S the ſame real, Hn- 


O 4 ternal 
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ternal Conftitution, from which 


| thoſe Properties: flow. 


But your Lordſhip proves the 
real Efſences to be unchangeable, 
becauſe God makes them, in theſe 


following Words : | 


For however there may happen 


ſome wariety in Individuals by 


particular A ccidents, yet” the. Eſ- 
ſences of Men , and thyſes, . and 
Trees , remain always the fame ;, 


becauſe they do not depend on the 


Ideas of Men; but on the Will of 


the Creator, who hath made {append 
forts of Beings. 


*Tis true, the real Conflitu 


tions or-' Efſences of particular 


Things exifting, do ' not depend 
on the Ideas 'of Men, but on the 
Will of the Creator ; but their be- 
ing ranked into forts ,' under 


ſuch 
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ſack and ſuch Names, does*de- 
pend, and . wholly depend” v_ 
the Ideas of Men. Too 


\ LIBCY 1 

--Four Lordſhip here - :enditip 
your four Inferences , - and al 
your Diſcourſe abour Natuye'; 
you come, in the -next Place, to 
treat of Perſon, Gor 
which your Lordſhip diſcourſet 
thus: py 


\ F-- Y 
\'a- A 


| \ 7 
Fania, 


2. Let 1 now come to the Idea P. 259. 
of a Perſon. For although the 
common Nature in Mandkind' be 
the ſame, yet. we ſee a difference in 
the ſeveral Individuals , from one 
another : So that Peter, "and James 
aud John, are all of the ſame 
kind \', yet Peter is z0t James, 
and James is not John. - Bat 
what is this Diſtini#1on founded 
upon ? They may be diſtinguiſhed 
from 'each other by our Senſes as 
fo difference of  Featares , at- 


"ſtance 


+ — _— — - _—— es — . w—_— 
_ = —_ = ——— - POET. 
-- nt — me 


2 oo 
= —— 


== 


i 
2 


EXDEDD 


—— 2 
= 4 
—————  _ — — __—____———__w__—_—_ —_——_w__D___p_—___ 


Cs ——e—_—_— 


—_-_— 
IZY = 
== ID 


x” 
— 


—_ ang I —_. 


( 214 ) 


pot all |; Japp. ig i there "WEE 
a0 ſuch or inp v/ference. yt 


there is a Difference JL them, AS 


ſeweral Individuals in the ſame Na 


tare... And here tink the true canyon ' 


Hdearf « Perſons which ariſes from 
that. tanrer. of. Stuhfefpence which 
i, in Ae we Indra, «rnd 15 ot 
COMO tcable to iether. An 61h 
dicvrduad.,  intiligent act, ds 


rather appoſed to the making of 


a Perſon, than the proper Defi- 
zition of it ; for a Perſon relates 
: #0 Jontithing $-mhich doth" difin- 
guiſh cs from unother intelligent 
Subſtance y» the ſane Natwre ; 
and therefore the Foundation of '# 
dies in the peculiar  makerter of Sub 
fſtende , which eres to 0ne, and 
to. none. elſe of the Kind - ard 
this tf it mhich, 6s) —_ { Poo 


nulity. 


Aud than. : your | Lorddhip 
a, But how. do-our < ple Lines 
ep 


ſterceof Place, &es... bat. that 44 
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help wW 0ut - 1h*: ths Matder ? 
Cu wh learn: from. thes - the 
_—_ of Neture _ Pers 
ſou- EA 0 25S ur 
2 1 Legs 3:1 
1+ Niu and Peſo: 7 are 
taken for 'T wo: reab[Beings,. that 
do or! can : ahy. .wherdz, 
without: any - reldfion - to: thee 
two [Naimes, . I 'omult confeſs I 
- Hot "ite how fomepen Ideas, - or 
[Thing - 'el&; cam: help: ins 
_ i 1918 __ :>MOTC can 'We 
from /tÞ:ple Trleas;:or:any 'Þ 
ele ors Bonn Yearn all _ 
rence 'berweer them, br what 
—_ are C121 TELE; T7 1s 


The edſon - iba I {peak 
clus; 15; becauſe:your Lordihin, 
in your” fore-cited Wortls,. ſays, 
Here ties the true Tara of 4 rPer- 
fok'; arid in the fotegoingiDiC- 
courſe; ſpeak 'of- Nnture, a$-if" it 
were _ ome ſteady, eſtabliſhel 
Being, 
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Being, to. which one -certain 
Preciſe Idea neceflarily belongs 
to' make.-it a #we: Idea; whereas, 
my Lord , 4 the way of Ideas, 1 
begin at the other end, and 
think that the word Per/oz 1n 
at ſelf ſignifies nothing” and ſo 


no: Idea.. belonging . to -1f. , - no-. 


thing - can be ſaid: to be the rae 
2X82: of: it. :2:But: as' ſoon: as the 
coetnmon uſe: 'of ? any .Language 
has  approprated- it: to-any::Idea, 
then -that is the true Idea 4 4 
Perſon, and :{o of: Nature .; but 
becauſe. .the.:propriety. of Lan- 
guage, z. e.. the-preciſe Idea that 
every Word-ftands for, 1s not 
always exatly known; but. is 
often diſputed , there 15 no 
other way for him that uſes a 
Word which'-1s 1 Diſpute, - bur 
tp: 'define what he - ſignifies by 
itz! and then::the Diſpute : can 
be*no. longer verbal, but muſt 
neceſſarily_be. about 'the Idea 
which he tells: us he - puts, 1t 
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_ Taking therefore Nature and 
Perſon for ' the 'Stgns of two 
Tdeas they are put to ſtand for, 
there is ' nothing, © T think, that 
helps us fo 'foon, nor ſo well to 
find ' * the difference of Natare 
and Perſon, as' ſimple Ideas ; ' for 
by enumerating all the ſimple 
x: iy that are contained in'the 
complex Idea that each of them 
is made to ſtand for, we ſhall 
immediately ſee the. whole diffe- 
rence that is between them. 


Far be it from me to ſay there 
is no other way but this ; your 
Lordſhip propoſing to clear the 
diſtinition between Nature and 
Perſon, and having declared, 
We can have no clear and diſtintt 
Idea of it by Senſation or Refle- 


tion, and that the Grounds of 
Identity and Diſtinftion, come not 
into our Minas by the ſimple Ideas 
of Senſation and Refleftion, gave 

| me 
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me hopes of getting ſome” far- 
ther Talight inp theſe - Matters, 
| Ke #19 havg mare. clear ang. djs 

OS Cancer panes {Ne- 
Perfor, -than. was ta be 
of; by of | Bur afivr fixr having, 
with Attention, . more tn ORE 

d over What rt Lone TER, 
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regret, pt -* hat che Way i 7 
roo delicate, .and the Matter t09 
abltruſe, for my Capacity ; and 
that I have learped ' nothing aut 
of your Lordſhips elaborate Diſ- 
courſe, but this, That T muſt 
content my felt with the con- 
demp'd way by Ideas, and pat 
_ of ever attaining any Knowledge 
by any other than that, or far- 
ther than that wall lead me to 
it. 


The remaining part of the 
Chapter, containing no Remarks 


of your Lordſhip, upon any 
_ thing 


: 
{ 
j 
! 
4 
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thing in my Book, I amgladT 


have no occaſion to give your 


Lprdſhip ap by farther  Tbubly, 


but only to beg your Lordſhips 

Pardon for this , and to af 
your Mas "_ "_ 

| Your Lordbie 2 rok 

Matt bumble and. 

Mott obekiens S was 


John Locke. 


( 520 } 


$ s N _ by . 
: Ed : © Sx , 
y i! * \#8 #5 3 « ba 


| 4 . ' > 2$% a FY 


P: (9.S TSCRIPT.:. 
My LOADj: gufit nit 
PON a Review of theſe 
Papers, I'can hardly for- 

bear wondering at my ſelf what 
I have been doing in them ; ſince 
I can ſcarce find upon what 
Ground this Controverſie with 
me ſtands, or whence it roſe, or 
whether it tends. And I ſhould 
certainly repent my Pains in it, 
but that I conclude that your 
Lordſhip, who' does not throw 
away your Time upon {light 
Matters and Things of ſmall 
moment, having a quicker Sight 
and larger Views than I have, 
would not have troubled your 
{elf ſo much with my Book, as 
to beltow Seven and Twenty 
Pages together of a very learned 
Treatiſe, and that on a very 
weighty Subject ; and 1n thoſe 
Twenty 
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Twenty ſeven Pages, bring 
Seven and twenty Quotations 
out of my Book, unleſs there 
were ſomething in it wherein it 
is very material that the World 
ſhould be ſet right ; which is 
what I earneſtly deſire ſhould 
be done. And to that purpoſe 
alone, have taken the liberty to 
trouble your Lordſhip with this 
Letter. 

If I have any where omitted 
any Thing of moment in your 
Lordſ{hips Diſcourſe concerning, 
my Notions, or any Where mi- 
ſtaken your Lordſhips Senſe in 
what I have taken notice of, I 
beg your Lord{hips Pardon ; 
with this Aſſurance, That it 
was not wilfully done. And if 
any where, in the warm purſuit 
of an Argument, over-attention 
to the Matter ſhould have made 
me let flip any Form of Exprel- 
ſion, in the leatt Circumſtance 
not carrying with it the utmoit 
Marks of that Reſpect that I 
P acknow- 


Gee a 
acknowledge due, and ſhall al- 
ways pay to your Lordſhips 
Perſon and known great Learn- 
ing, Idifownir; and defire your 
Lordſhip to look on it as not 
coming from my Intention, ,but 
Inadvertency. 

No Bodies Notions, IT think, 
are the better or truer, for ill 
Manners joined with them ; and 
TI conclude your Lordſhip, who 
fo well knows the different Caſt 
of Mens Heads, and of the Opt- 
nions that poſleſs them, will not 
think it 11] Manners 1n any one, 
if his Notions differ. from your 
Lordſhips, and that he owns that 
difference, and explains the 
Grounds of it as well as he can. 
I have always thought, That 
Truth and Knowledge, by the 
1 and over-eager management 
of Controverſies, lofe a great 
deal of the Advantages they 
might receive, from the variety 
of Conceptions there 15 in Mens 
Underſtandings. Could the 
Heats 
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Heats, and Paſhon, and ill Lan- 
guage be left out of them, they 
would afford great, Improvements 
to thoſe who could ſeparate them 
from by Intereſts and Perſonal 
Prejudices. Theſe I look upon 
your Lordſhip to be altogether 

above. ® 
It is not for me who have ſo 
mean a "Talent in it my felt, to 
preſcribe to any one how he 
ſhould Write; for when I have 
ſaid ail I can, he, *tis like, will 
follow his own Method, and 
perhaps cannot help it. Much 
leſs would it be good Manners 
in me, to offer any Thing that 
way to a Perſon of your Lord- 
ſhips high Rank above me in 
Parts and Learning, as well as 
Place and Dignity. But yet 
your Lord{hiþ will excuſe it to 
my ſhort-fighcednefs, if 1 wiſh 
ſometimes rhat your Lordſhip 
would have been pleaſed, in this 
Zebate, to have kept every one 
part ſeparate to himſelf, that 
T 2 what 
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what T am concerned 1n, might 
not have been ſo mingled with 
the Opinions of others, which 
are no Tenets of mine, nor, as I 
think, does what I have written 
any way relate to ; but that I, 
and every one, might have ſeen 
whHid your Lordſhips Arguments 
bore upon, and what Intereſt he 
had in the Controverlte, and 
how far. At leaſt, my Lord, 
give me leave to wiſh, That 
your Lord{hip had ſhewn what 
Connection any Thing I have 
ſaid about 1dezs, and particularly 
abour the Idea of Subſtance, about 
the poſſibility 7hat God, if be 
pleaſed, might indue ſome Syjtems 
of Matter with a Power of 'I hink- 
ng; or what I have fa:d to prove 
a God, &c. hes with any Obpje- 
(H10zs , that are made by others, 
againſt he Dotrize of the Trinity, 
or againſt Myſ/eries : For man 
Paſſages concerning. Iaeas, Sb- 
ſtances, the poſſibility of Gods 
beſtowing Thought on ſome Sv- 
| {tems 
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ſtems of Matter, and the proof of 
a. God, &c. your Lordſhip has 
quoted out of my Book, .in a 
Chapter wherein = Lordſhip 
profeiſes to anſwer Objed#:ons 
againit the Trinity, in point of 
Reaſon. - Had I been able to dil- 
cover 1n theſe Paſſages of my 
Book, quoted by your Lordſhip, 
what tendency your Lordſhip 
had obſerved in them to any ſuch 
Objections, I ſhould perhaps have 
troubled your Lord{hip with 
leſs impertinent Anſwers. But 
the uncertainty I was very often 
in, to what purpoſe your Lord- 
ſhip brought them, may have 
made my Explications of my ſelf 
leſs appoſite, than what your 
Lordſhip might have expected. 
If your Lordſhip had ſhewed 
me any thing in my Book, that 
contained or implied any oppo- 
ſition 1n it to any Thing revealed 
in Holy Writ concerning the 
. Trinity, or any other Doctrine 
contained in the Bible, I _ 
"ave 
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have been thereby obliged to 
_ Lordſhip for Touug me 
rom that Miſtake, and for af- 
fording me an opportunity to 
own to the World that Obliga- 
tion, by publickly retracting my 
Error. For I know not any 
thing more diſingenious , than 
not publickly to own a Conv1- 
ction one has received concerning 
any Thing erroneous in what 
one has printed; nor can there, 
I think, be a greater Offence 
againit Mankind, than to propa- 
gate a Falſhood whereof one is 
convinced, eſpecially in a Mat- 
ter wherein Mea are highly con- 
cerned not to be milled. 

The. Holy Scripture is to me, 
and always will be, the conſtant 
Guide of my Afﬀent ; and I 
ſhall always hearken to 1t, as 
containing infallible Truth, re- 
lating to Things of the highett 
Concernment. And I wiſh I 
could ſay , there were no My- 
{teries 11 it : I acknowledge there 
are 
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are to me, and I fear always will 
be. But where I want the Evi- 
dence of Things, there yet is 
Ground enough for me to be- 
lieve, becauſe God has faid it: 
And I ſhall prefently condemn 
and_ quit any Opinion of mine, 
as ſoon as I am ſhewn that it is 
contrary to any Revelation in the 
Holy Scripture. But I muſt con- 
feſs to your Lordſhip, That I 
do not yet perceive any ſuch 
Contrariety in any Thing in my 
Eſſay of Humane Underſtanding. 


Oates, Jan. 7. 
1695, 
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